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SENATE.

TruUrspAY, July 6, 1911.

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D.

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday's
proceedings.

Mr., SMOOT. I ask that the further reading of the Journal
be dispensed with.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Utah asks unani-
mous consent that the further reading of the Journal be dis-
pensed with.

Mr. BORAH. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there any objection to dispensing
with the reading of the Journal? No objection is heard. The
Journal, without objection, stands approved. The Secretary
will call the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
gwered to their names:

Bacon Cullom MecCumber Shively
Borah Cummins Martin, Va. Smith, S L
Brandegee Curtis Martlne, N.J. Bmoot
Briggs du Pont Nelson Btone
Bristow nheim Overman Sutherland
rown uﬁfu-n en Swanson
Bryan Hitcheock Warren
Burnham Johnson, Me. Penrose Watson
Burton Johnston, Ala, Perkins Willlams
Chamberlaln Jones Poindexter Works
Clapp La Follette Pomerene
Cul Lippitt Root

Mr, OVERMAN. The Senator from Louisiana [Mr, FosTER]
is necessarily absent from the Chamber this morning on impor-
tant business before the departments.

Mr. BURNHAM. The senior Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. GAaruinger] is necessarily absent.

Mr, SHIVELY. Mr. colleague [Mr. KerN] is necessarily ab-
sent from the city on important business.

The VICE PRESIDENT., Forty-six Senators have answered
to the roll call. A guorum of the Senate is present.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

The VICE PRESIDENT presented resolutions adopted by
the Central Conference of American Rabbis, at St. Paul, Minn,,
favoring the abrogation of the treaty between the United States
and Russia, which were referred to the Commitiee on Foreign
Relations,

He also presenfed a memorial of Local Chapter, American
Woman's League, of Iola, Kans, remonstrating against the
action of the Post Office Department in authorizing the distribu-
tion at public expense of copies of Senators’ speeches attacking
the American Woman's League, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. BRISTOW presented a memorial of sundry citizens of
Kansas, remonstrating against the proposed reciprocal trade
agreement between the United States and Canada, which was
ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. WORKS presented memorials of sundry citizens of Eu-
reka, Cal, remonstrating against the passage of the so-called
Jo;mston Sunday rest bill, which were ordered to lie on the
table,

Mr. BURNHAM presented a memorial of Local Grange, Pa-
trons of Husbandry, of Bow, N. H,, and a memorial of Loudon
Center Grange, Patrons of Husbandry, of Pittsfield, N. H.,,
remonstrating against the proposed reciprocal trade agreement
between the United States and Canada, which were ordered to
lie on the table.

Mr. PERKINS presented a memorial of the board of directors
of the Merchants' Exchange of San Francisco, Cal., relative to
the fixing at an early date of tolls to be charged for passage
through the Panama Canal, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Interoceanic Canals,

Alr, BRANDEGEE presented a memorial of the Ancient Order
of Mibernians of Southington, Conn., remonstrating against the
ratification of the proposed treaty of arbitration between the
TUnited States and Great Britain, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. RAYNER presented a memorial of Elizabeth Grange, No.
135, Patrons of Husbandry, of Cortner, Md., and a memorial of
Local Grange, Patrons of Husbandry, of Medford, Md., remon-
strating against the proposed reciprocal trade agreement be-
tween the United States and Canada, which were ordered to
lie on the table.

Mr, BOURNE presented a memorial of Cedar Grove Grange,
No. 320, Patrons of Husbandry, of Columbia County, Oreg.,
remonstrating against the proposed reciprocal trade agreement
between the United States and Canada, which was ordered to
lie on the table.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES.

Mr. WARREN. I am directed by the Committee on Appro-
priations, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 12109) to sup-
ply a deficiency in the appropriations for contingent expenses
of the House of Representatives for the fiscal year 1911, and
for other purposes, to report it with amendments, and I submit
a report (No. 83) thereon. I give notice that I shall call up
the bill for consideration later in the day or to-morrow.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be placed on the
calendar.

Mr. WARREN, from the Committee on Appropriations, to
which was referred the amendment submitted by Mr. Lopce on
May 11, 1911, proposing to appropriate $46,491.95 in settlement
of the acconnts of Paymaster John Y. Morse, United States
Navy, etec, intended to be propesed to the general deficiency
appropriation bill, asked that the committee be discharged from
its further consideration and that it be referred to the Com-
mittee on Claims, which was agreed to.

Mr. SHIVELY, from the Committee on the Census, to which
was referred the bill (H. R. 2983) for the apportionment of
Representatives in Congress among the several States under the
Thirteenth Census, reported it without amendment and sub-
mitted a report (No. 94) thereon.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I ask unanimous consent to file the
views of the minority on the apportionment bill reported from
the Committee on the Census. I am prepared to file the views
at this time, but some members of the committee whom I hope
to have join in the report are absent from the city, and there-
fore I ask leave to file that report later.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Wisconsin asks
permission to file at a Inter date the views of the minority upon
the apportionment bill. Is there objection? The Chair hears
none, and the order is entered.

Mr. DU PONT, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (8. 2518) to provide for raising
the volunteer forces of the United States in time of actual or
threatened war, reported it with an amendment and submitted
a report (No. 95) thereon.

REPORT OF MONETARY COMMISSION,

My, CUMMINS, Mr. President, I think it is proper in thig
order of business to make an inquiry of the chairman of the
Finance Committee. In the early days of the session I intro-
duoced a bill (8. 854) requiring the Monetary Commission to
make a final report on or before the first day of the next ses-
sion of Congress, and also providing for the discharge or disso-
lution of the commission the day after the meeting of Congress.

I think it is universally felt throughout the country that a
commission which was organized more than three years ago
for the purpose of preseniing a measure to avert financial panics
in the future should make a report, so that we may be provided
with the material which will enable us to act speedily at the
next session of Congress upon this very important subject.

I ask the chairman of the Finance Committee when, in hig
opinion, we may expect a report upon the bill I so introduced.

Mr, PENROSE. Mr. President, there is no disposition on the
part of the Finance Committee not to give consideration to the
bill introduced by the Senator from Iowa. It would only seem
natural to confer with the chairman of the Monetary Commis-
slon. There is indirect information that he will be prepared
to report in any event next December. My information has
been that he is expected almost any day in Washington, I
will make a further effort to communicate with Mr. Aldrich,
and I assure the Senator from Towa that I will call a meeting
of the committee next week and then take the matter up for
consideration. There is no disposition whatever to delay it.

Mr. CUMMINS. I am very glad to have this assurance from
the chairman, because there is no reason for delay. It is a very
plain matter, and it is highly necessary not only that we act upon
the subject at the next session, but it is equally necessary that
we relieve the Treasury of the United States from the burden
of this commission.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bms were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. WORKS:

A bill (8. 2049) to establish a hydrographic station at Los
Angeles, Cal.; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

A bill (8. 2050) granting an increase of pension to Charles T,
Hubbs (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions,

By Mr. BURNHAM :

A bill (8. 2051) granting an increase of pension to Joshua
Pinkham; and

A bill (S 2052) granting an increase of pension to John H,
Doeg; to the Committee on Pensions.
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7 to grant an honorable discharge to George P.
Chandler; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 2054) granting an increase of pension to Sarah
Belcher; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. RAYNER:

A bill (8. 2055) granting an increase of pension to Barbara
E. Brown (with accompanying paper); to the Committee on
Pensions.

NEW STATES AND CONSTITUTIONS.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I have an address delivered before the
law school of Yale University on Monday, June 19, 1911, by
Hon. George W. Wickersham, Atforney General of the United
States, on the subject of new States and constitutions. I move
that the address be printed as a Senate document. (8. Doc.
No. 62.)

The motion was agreed to.

ELECTION OF SENATORS BY DIRECT VOTE.

Mr. BORAH. I ask for a print of House joint resolution
(H. J. Res. 30) proposing an amendment to the Constitution
providing that Senators shall be elected by the people of the
several States as passed by the Senate showing the Senate
amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the order for a
print of House joint resolution 39 as passed by the Senate is
entered.

AFFAIRS IN THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDS,

Mr. HEYBURN. I call attention to Order of Business 67,
Senate bill 2701, reported from the Committee on the Philippines
with amendments, Report No. 83. I ask that it be referred
back to the committee. \

The VICE PRESIDENT.- The Senator from Idaho asks
mnanimous consent that the following bill be recommitted to
the Commitfee on the Philippines.

The SECRETARY. A bill (S. 2761) to amend an act approved
February 6, 1905, entitled “An act to amend an act approved
July 1, 1902, entitled ‘An act temporarily to provide for the ad-
ministration of the affairs of civil government in the Philippine
Islands, and for other purposes,” and to amend an act approved
March 8, 1902, entitled ‘An act temporarily to provide revenue
for the Philippine Islands, and for other purposes, and to
amend an act approved March 2, 1903, entitled ‘An act to es-
tablish a standard of value and to provide for a coinage system
in the Philippine Islands,’ and to provide for the more efficient
administration of civil government in the Philippine Islands,
and for other purposes.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. SMOOT. I should like to ask the Senator from Idaho if
there is any objection on the part of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Lopce] to the reference of the bill again to the
committee?

Mr, HEYBURN. The committee has considered this madtter.
There is no occasion for making special notice of the fact that
the bill was reported by the Senator from Massachusetts. The
committee have agreed that it should go back to the committee.
I see some members present.

Mr. BRISTOW. May I inguire, being a member of that com-
mittee, as I had not heard anything about this reference, what
is the purpose of it?

Mr. HEYBURN. The committee reported a measure for regu-
lating the financing of the construction of railroads and public
works in the Philippine Islands. After the report was made
it was discovered that it was impossible to procure the consid-
eration of the financial agencies at all. We will reconsider it,
when they ehall appear before the committee, as the committee
may have time. But the request comes from the department in
charge of the Philippine affairs. I think the Senator, being a
member of the committee, understands the matter.

Mr. BRISTOW. I understand the amendments suggested, of
course. I was very much in favor of those amendments, which
I understand the financiers object to.

Mr. HEYBURN. They do. They will not even consider the
proposition. The committee will have to hear them and recon-
sider the matter,

Mr. BRISTOW. I suppose the bill will have to go back to
the committee, probably, and be fought out there, and, perhaps,
afterwards on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. HEYBURN. We could make no headway here at all
We had just as well send the bill back to the committee.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request of
the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. SMOOT. The only reason I brought the question up was

on account of the absence of the Senator from Massachusetts,
I have no objection to the recommittal of the bill.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, it is utterly impossible for us to
gather what is going on. The Chair asked if there was objec-
tion, but we do not know what the request is.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho asked
unanimous consent fo recommit to the Committee on the Philip-
pines Senate bill 2761, which has heretofore been reported and
is now upon the calendar. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and the bill is recommitted to the Committee on the
Philippines.

CONSTITUTIONS OF ARIZONA AND NEW MEXICO.

Mr, SUTHERLAND. I desire to give notice that on Tues-
day next, immediately after the conelusion of the routine morn-
ing business, with the permission of the Senate, I will submit
some observations on the New Mexico and Arizona constitutions,
with special reference to the initiative, referendum, and recall
(H. J. Res. 14.)

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, the notice given by the Sen-
ator from Utah leads me to inquire of the senior Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. NeELsoN] if he knows when the report of the
Committee on Territories is likely to be filed. The chairman of
the committee being absent and the senior Senator from Min-
nesota being the ranking member, I make the inguiry of him.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I have no information on that
point. As the Senator from Kansas knows, I dissented from the
report of the majority of the committee. There were three of
us who were opposed to the report of the majority of the com-
mittee, and I stated to the chairman that I would orally state
my objections at the time he reported the bill; but I do not
know when he is going to report the bill. In that matter I do
not represent the majority of the committee; I represent simply
a minority.

Mr. STONE. I desire to ask some Senator on the Commitiee
on Territories, as the chairman of the committee does not seem
to be present, whether the bill admitting New Mexico and Ari-
zona has been acted on by the committee and when it is likely
to be reported to the Senate?

Mr. SHIVELY. Mr. President, in answer to the Senator from
Missouri I desire to say that the Committee on Territories
two weeks ago last Saturday instructed the chairman to report
favorably the bill admitting these Territories. As stated a
moment ago by the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NELsox],
there were three members of the committee who expressed
themselves against the views of the majority. Why the report
has not yet been submitted I do not know.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed.

RECTPROCITY WITH CANADA.

Mr. PENROSE. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
gideration of the reciprocity bill

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate, as in Committee
of the Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 4412)
to promote reciprocal trade relations with the Dominion of
Canada, and for other purposes.

Mr. WORKS. Mr, President, I desire to submit some re-
marks upon the bill (8. 1) to establish a department of health,
and for other purposes. I am very sorry to interrupt the dis-
cussion upon the pending measure providing for reciprocity
with Canada, to which Senators have given such great atten-
tion and in which they seem fo be so deeply and profoundly
interested. I am moved, however, to speak upon this subject
at the present time by some remarks that were made by the
distinguished Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. OweN] a few days
ago on the same subject. What the Senator himself said was
very brief and called for no reply. He took that occasion, how-
ever, to read into the records of the Senate articles that had
been published in Collier’'s Weekly and in the Journal of the
Medical Association that do call for prompt answer. In order
that the views of the Senator from Oklahoma may be under-
stood, I desire to quote briefly from the speech that he made on
that occasion. He said:

Great and organized opgoslﬂan to the establishment of a department
of health has been carried on by a so-called Leaiue for Medical Free-
dom. This league has many good people in it who are misled—Chris-
tian Scientists who deny disease, and some good citizens who have been
falselg led to believe their liberty will be invaded—some people who do
not think, and some people who have an evil purpose, a sinister com-
mercial purpose, who are engaged in promoting patent medicine.

Again, he said:
Mr. President, I
most excellent ?eﬂpe who were members o

om, so0 called, many of whom are Christian Secientists, who are
osteopaths, who are homeopaths, ﬂeople for whom I have the hiﬁhpst
r t, but this description of this league and its officers by Collier's
deals directly with the individuals at the head of this organization and
points out who those directors are.

Still further he said:

Mr. President, the membernhll:@l of this so-called
ment, have been dellberately misled by sinister interes

ned my remarks by “m% that there were many
f the League for Medleal

in m
fand B9 faes.
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bership which has been thus added to these alleged rolls of membership
has no means of expressing itself. The expression comes through its
officers. Those officers are described by Collier's, and I think it would
be well for the membership of that organization 1o look to the direciors
and see who they are and understand what is at the bottom of this
movement. That is the purpose of my reading into the Reconrp the his-
tory of this so-called organization.

I desire also to read very briefly from the editorial read into
the Recorp by the Senator from Oklahoma. This is not from
Collier’s, it will be understood, but from the Journal of the
American Medical Association:

I want to say right here that in my State half-page advertisements
in tmfe letters were spread all over that State by this so-called League
for Medical Freedom, practically denouncing the medieal profession of
this country as being a “ medical trust,” desirous of depriving citizens
of their rights to emglt){ any physician they pleased, to use any medl-
cine they pleased, and g vlrtlﬁ it to be understood that the purpose of a
department of health was the invasion of the private home of the cit-
izen and the invasion of the constitutional rights of the State. The
members of the so-called League for Medical Freedom have been grossly
Impesed upon and have been grossly misrepresented as to what they
truly stand for. I know what manpy of their members stand for per-
fect{y well, and T am in accord with them cordially and sincerely. 1
know what the Christian Scientists stand for, and I sympathize with
them; I understand what the osteopaths stand for, too, and I think
they serve a good and useful purpose. They have been misled by the
agents of the patent-medicine asgsociation in this country, that are
actively enga in promoting the drug habit in our citizens, and this
declaration on the part of the so-called League for Medical Freedom
against the American Medieal Association is not only unjust and unfair,
but it is disgraceful and utterly untrustworthy.

WHO ARE OPPOSING THE BILL.

Mr. President, it will be seen that complaint is made that the
League for Medical Freedom is not acting in good faith, but
that it is being used for sinister and mercenary purposes by
manufacturers and dealers in patent medicines. I am quite
sure from the well-known views of the Senator from Oklahoma
that he would not for a moment justify any act of oppression
such as is attempted in this case through the columns of Col-
lier's, knowing as I do that he stands the champion of the rights
of the people and civil liberty. Therefore in what I expect to say
with respect to these publications and their utterances I am not
treating them as the utterances of the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr, President, this is an important subject. It is one that
calls for the utmost frankness in dealing with it. I know how
much the Senator from Oklahoma has at heart the measure that
he is pressing for consideration before the Senate, and I desire
to say that I respect his views in regard to that matter, but I
differ from him wholly.

I am going to discuss this question from the standpoint of a
Christian Scientist, and in order that the Senate may better
understand and appreciate that point of view I am going to give
you in just a few words my own personal experience with
Christian Science healing.

Ten years ago I was a scoffer at Christian Science; I derided
and ridiculed the claim of the Christian Scientists to heal
disease; but the time was to come, and that very soon, when I
was to put those pretensions and claims to the test. I had been
an invalid and a great sufferer from a complication of dis-
eases for many years. During the last year before I came to
Christian Science for help those diseases took on an acute form
and I suffered intensely night and day. In that space of time
I lost 80 pounds in flesh and had become correspondingly weak.
I was unable to do my day's work. I felt that the time had
just about come when I should be compelled to give up my work
and that death was near at hand. I had tried all schools of
medical physicians; I had gone to what is known as the old
school or the regular school of physicians; I had tried the
homeopathic physicians. I finally went for relief to the oste-
opaths, who conceived the idea that my sufferings and the
headaches which I had endured all that time were the result of
the displacement of one of the vertebr@ that pressed upon the
spinal cord and caused all of my troubles. I obtained no relief
from any of these sources. I am not here for the purpose of
criticizing the work that was done by the physicians, They
did the very best they could for me, and one and all of them
worked conscientiously in the effort to relieve me from my trou-
hles, They were competent men in their professions; I have not
in anything that I may say here any word of condemnation or
criticism to pass upon the physician who was doing his work con-
selentiously as such; but I found that my relief did not lie there.

I had said that, while I had no faith in it, while, as I said a
few moments ago, I scoffed at the very idefA that such diseases
as mine could be cured by Christian Science, if everything
failed, then I would iry that remedy. I did so; and from the
iime that I commenced taking the treatment I began to im-
prove, and that improvement was steady day by day for the
space of about four months, when I could say to myself that
I was completely healed. I had come up out of that condition
of suffering and distress day by day just as I had gone down
into that condition day by day in the years that had passed.

My wife, who had been an invalid for 15 years or more, at
my earnest solicitation commenced to take the treatment at
the same time that I did. She had been told—something that
is nowadays almost inevitable in cases like that—she had been
told that the only thing which could relieve her from her con-
dition was the surgeon’s knife. She was healed of that con-
dition in three treatments by Christian Science, and from that
time until now, almost nine years, she has been a comparatively
healthy woman.

But the one thing that seemed to appeal to us more than
anything else, in our experience, was the fact that our son was
healed of the drink habit that had fastened upon him after he
had arrived at manhood and had completely taken possession of
him, so that we took him into our home and nursed him like a
child. After our experience in Christian Science, naturally we
undertook to induce him to resort to the same remedy, but, like
thousands of others, he was not willing to accept it; he was not
willing even to give it a trial until almost a year after we had
had our experience. When he was just recovering from the
effects of one of the prolonged spells of drinking to which he
was addicted, he said one morning to his mother: “ I know what
Christian Science has done for you and father; I have always
believed that I could overcome this habit of my own will, but
now I give it up. If you desire, you may call a Christian
Science practitioner.”

We called a Christian Science practitioner that day, and he
has not taken a drink of liquor from that time until now,
almost seven years; and, best of all, while he had struggled
against the habit, while he had at one time overcome it for the
length of 11 months, yet the desire for it, the torture of the
appetite, was with him every day. But when he had taken the
treatment that desire for drink was completely and absolutely
destroyed, and has never returned. Mr. President, that is the ex-
perience of one family in Christian Science. It is the experience
in greater or less degree of hundreds of families in this country.

I fancy I hear Senators saying to themselves it is all a delu-
sion; but I want to say to Senators that if it is, I hope that
delusion will not be dispelled. It has brought health and hap-
piness and contentment into hundreds of families in this coun-
try. It is doing that sort of work every day, day by day, heal-
ing the sick, saving men and women from suffering and sin, and
in thousands of instances has saved them from the surgeon's
knife, the resort to which is so common at the present time.

Mr. President, Christian Scientists do not claim to be perfect
in their work of healing disease—not by any means, There has
been but one perfect Healer on earth. KEven ITis own disciples
failed sometimes and met with the rebuke from Him, “ Oh, ye of
little faith.”

I want to say to Senators that Christian Scientists are in no
sense hostile to the medical profession, as is very generally
believed. You have never found them in any single instance
opposing any sort of legislation that tends to increase the effi-
ciency of the medical profession, of whatever school it may be.
We recognize the fact that there is work for all of us to do.
We recognize the faet that the medical profession in their
different schools are doing a great work in alleviating human
suffering and healing disease. Therefore it is no part of the
work of a Christian Scientist to interfere in any way whatever
with the work of the medical profession.

I want to add that in whatever I may say in criticism of
what has taken place on the part of the American Medical
Association I am not criticising individuals. I reckon among
my very best friends, and men for whom I have the highest
possible respect, some of the men who are in the medical pro-
fession in this country, and I appreciate the work they are now
doing in ameliovating human suffering.

Mr. President, the first thing to which I desire to address
myself is the claim made in the articles that have been read
in the Recorp by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owex],
that the League for Medical Freedom is, if not made up by,
actually influenced and controlled by selfish interests, by the
vendors and manufacturers of patent medicines.

I want right in the beginning to deny that assertion emphati-
cally and without gualification. I know something about the
composition of the League for Medical Freedom. I know that
the people who are standing behind that league and undertaking
to prevent the kind of legislation that is sought here in Con-
gress and throughout the States are people who are simply
standing for the principle that every sort of healing medium,
whether it be the doctors of this profession or that profession,
this school or that school, or whatever it may be, shall have
the right and freedom to exercise their rights as American
citizens in that direction as well as all others. It is for the
very reason that the American Medical Association has for the
past 20 years been seeking legislation in the various States of
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this country that would shut out and prevent the exercise of
the power of healing disease on the part of others that this
opposition has arisen, and for no other reason.

Mr. President, as to the composition of the League for Medical
Freedom, I desire first to call attention to an extract from the
address of ex-Gov. Bates, of Massachuseits, a distinguished

lawyer and statesman, who appeared in behalf of the league |

before the House committee having under consideration a bill
similar to the one now before the Senate. In opening his re-
marks on that oceasion he stated in general terms of whom
the league was composed, as follows:

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chaltmn and gentlemen of the committ
ciate your conr esf ou that I will try to k
time, although it is poss{ble I my 80 n.bbreviate my remar
take the 1 amount allotted to me, I represent here to-night the
organization known as the National Leagne for Medican Freedom. This
is a recently formed organization. Its president is B. O. Flower, editor
and founder of the Arena and editor of the Twentieth Centary Mlaga-
zine, of Boston. Its vice president is Hon, Charles W. Miller, ex-chnlr—
man of the Towa Democratic State committee, Its aet:etnry ie A. P.
Harsch, president of the Clinton-Close Co., ot Teledo Ohlo and npan
its advisnrg board are, among others, the f Bald-

win, president Otis Elevator Co., New Iark Swett Harden.
edltor Success, New York; Lewis Pinkerton Crutcher M. D, fa:ul{jy
hnemann Homeopathic 'Medical College, Kansas City, Mo.; A
Still M. D. founder Osteopathy, Kirksville, Mo.; William Ordw:w
Partridga sculptor, New York City; Charles M. Carr, editor N. A. R. D.
Notes, cial organ of the National Association’ Retall Drugsists,
Chlcugo, Hon. John D. J‘ohmon Johnson, Rule & Allen attome{‘sc
lfo + Dr. Orlcn Thom) son, fuculty Rerlnﬁ[ omeogst
Collt‘g‘e. Chicago, IL; Sullwel esident K. C
hew York City; George P. Engelhard, editor Medical thndard, ?'n,
John Alexander Cooper, certified public accountant, Chicago, il
Mrs Diana Belals, resi t New York Anti-Vivisection Society. by
York ; Edwin C. Pickler, 0., president American Associa—
tion ; Claude B. Laws, iz , president Arkansas State clecuc Board
of Medical Examiners ; Blman Nusbaum, National Bank of Cummrce,
New York City; rthur Heurﬂeﬂy secretary Northern Trust Co., iiu
Tll.; Chester A. ‘I'oustey. president Tousley Varnish Co., Chicago il
Frank A. Spink, traffic manager Chicago & Western Indiana R&llrpl!ﬁ(}l
Chi , Ill.; Charles Hlﬂltl., resident National Association
Druggists, lllnnea{mlis, Minn. ; Mrs. John A, an, Washington, D. C
Mrs. George T. Oliver, Pimhurg, Pa.; Hon. H M. Cable, jr Cable
Piano Co., Chicago, Ill.; John E. Carson cu.pitaliﬂ't Oklahom.u City,
Okla.; J.'T. Holleman, president Union vings Bank, Atlanta, -
Hon. A. 8, Mann, Jacksonville, Fla.; Benage E .Tosl pmsldent Port-
land Railway, Light & Power Co Port]and on. George Bing-
ham, El ochm gmn commander Knights
Templar, Dallas, Tex.; Arthur N, AMc(ieoch, pitalist, L{uwaukee,
Wis. ; Hon. Chnrles Mn%:. suthor Shelbyvuie. Ind C. Snyder,
president To Kans.; Charles A, Bookwnlr.er.
eX-INAyoT, Ingfma olis, Ind. ; Judge Oliwr C. McGelvra, Seattle, Wash. ;
Hon, B. Martin, e’:ecuttve, Des Moines, Iowa (secretary of state) ;
Prof. B. L. Martin, Macon, Ga.; W. C. Lewis, banker, Tallahassee,
Fla.; Willlam 8. Crowell, president, First National Bank, Medford,
Oreg. ; Hon. B. M. Parmenter, Lawton. Okla. ; and others.
Mr. Chairman, I have stated that this league is a reecenmt organiza-
tion. It has a membership numbered by the tens of thousands, and
applications for membershiF are coming in literally by the thousands
every day. It partakes of the mature of a spontaneous movement
more, I believe, than any whlch has appeared in connection with this
matter. Let me read jugt a few telegcrams and letters, or extracts
from them, received to-day. I shall not uttampt to read but three or
four. Here is ome from Los Angeles, Cal.

[Telegram.]
Los ANceELES, CAL., May 17, 1910,
Wirrarp B. Ma

106 Heiropol“aﬁ Bank Building, Washington, D. €.z

Use following on advisory board: Hon. Thomas Enrlg mayor, Pasa-
dena; Dr. A. P. Graves, D D., 434 West Twen t, Los -
geles. Estimated membership of league here to date, 500 Have
enlisted papers in our behalf. Strong influence being "used here in
favor of bill. No literature received ¥ will use immediately. No
ﬁm{g]lmper rl;otice of league has nppemd 'Will do anrl:hing to aid you

§ Wor

Here is one from Des Moines :
[Telegram.]
Des Moixes, Iowa, May 19, 1910.
Jomx M. ResD

New illerd Hotel, Washington, D. €.:
More than 2,000 voters to date protest in name of Jowa Voters and
List is being

Taxpayers’ Association against passage of Senate bill.
rapidly swelled.

Here is one from Concord, N. H.:
[Telegram.]
Coxcorp, N, H., May 18, 1910.
WILLARD 8. MATTOX, s %

96 Hetropamm Bank Building, Washington, D. C.:

Following Persans on record against class medical legislation and
permit use of names on advisory board National League for Medical
Freedom : Ex-Gov. Charles M. Floyd; Oliver E. Branch, attorney Bos-
ton & Maine Railroad: Col. Solon A. Carter, State treasurer : Hon.
Ira E. Gray, member State legislature ; Dr. John H. Worthen; Fre-
mont 1. Shuartleff, lawyer ; others by mail to New York.

C. B. JAMIESON.
Here is one from the father of ‘osteopathy :
[Telegram.]
Y KIRESVILLE, Mo, May 18.

Care New Willard Hotel, Washington, D. O.:

I am not only not supporting Senator Owen bill, but _‘gppgsed to 1t
. 8T
““Father” of Osteoputhy, Founder of the School.

Here is one from the faculty of the Hering Medical College, Chicago:
[Telegram.]
0. FLOWER. CH1CAGO, ILL., May 19, 1910,
wmura Hotel, Washingion, D. C.:
pozed to Owen Dbill, and know that the homeopathic profes-

are opposed to sam
Eemrer THOMSON, M. D,

.F'aculty B‘Mw Medical College, Gmago

Here is one from Missouri:
[Telegram.]
B. 0. FLOWER, Kaxsas Crry, Mo, ey 10, 1910
New Willard Holel, Washington, D. C.:
Homeo Sgt!h.a Mlmuri and Kansas joint session here pmtaest against

passage Lewis P. Cavrcaes, M. D,
Here is one rrom New York:

[Telegram.]

nlonnfs

B. 0. New Yorg, May 19, 1910

FLOWER,
New Willard Hotel, Washington, D. 0.2 oo ot : 1
Following telegram from Lansing, Mich.: “Am any law or
measure gm:h as wial% result from the passage of Owen bill. (Bigned)

ns,
NaTIoNAL LEAGUE For Mrprcar FRempod,
By J. R. KATHRENS,

Here is one from Watertown, 8. Dak. :

[Telegram.] !
B. 0. Frowze, New York, Alay 1.
New Willard, Washington, D. O.:

Just received the following wire from Watertown, 8. Dak.: “C. E.
Bchoolcru{ﬁ M. D. 0., president State Bociety Osteopathy for South
Dakota, will cheerfully act on ad board. (Bigned) Johm D. Carle.”

NATIONAL LEAGUE FOR ICAL FREEDOM,
By J. R, EATHREXS,
Here is one from New York City, just received as I came in:

Tel am.]
B. 0. FLowER ; - New Yonx, Hﬂy 19, 1910,
New Willard Hotel, Washington, D C.:

This office has received individual telegrams from the fellowing cities
giving the number of modlments received nd mailed te-day: Balti-
more, 540; Kmﬂe 05 ; Ns.shvﬂle, 953 Hemph.ls. 337 5
Cleveland, 2.000 ‘Iann 90 Louisville, Ky.. ;

'NATIONAL LEAGUR FOR MEDICAL FREEDOM,
By J. R. EATHRENS,
Here is one from the office in New York:

[Telegram.]
B. 0. FLOWER New York, ey 19.
New ﬂ-‘iuani Washington, D, 0.:
The names of 128 eclectic practitioners have been enrolled by this
league yesterday and to-day.
NATIONAL LEAGUE FOR MEDICAL FEEEDOM,
By J. R. KATHRENS.
Another telegram from New Yurk.

[Telegram.] .
0. FLOWER, NEwW Yorg, May 19, 1910.
Xew Willard, Washingion, D. C.:

We have the names of 140 old-school doctors who have declared in
favor of mediecal freedom and who lend their names and moral support

o gour: moyement. NATIONAL LEAGUE FoR MEDICAL FREEDOM,
By J. R. EATHRENS.
Here Is another one:
[Telegram.]

B. 0. FLo New Yomrg, May 19, 1910,

Ivew If'mlmi Hotel, Washington, D. C.:

Three hundred and forty osteopath practitioners have already jolned
this league and nmné more coming in with each mail delivery, 'Total
number of enrollments up to noon to-day, 22,800,

NATIONAL LEAGUE FOR MEDICAL FREEDOM,
By J. R. KATHRENS.

Here [s another one:

[Telegram.]
INDIANAPOLIS, IND., May 19, 1910.
on, CHARLES A. BOOEWAL
Willard Hotel, Washington, D, C.:

A medleal trust would be a national calamity. In fighting it you
are doing humanity a noble service.
Dr. J. A. Hovuser.

Here is a letter from the president of the Ohio Optical Assoclation

(reading) :

Corumsus, OE10, May 17, 1910.
B. 0. FLOWER, Em].
Metmpautan uilding, New York City.

My Dear Mgr. Frowen: I read of your work in the Cincinnati En-
quirer, and am heart and soul in sympathy with you. The above
organization, of which I am president, has just given the A, M. A. a
good tu&qle and th knew they were in a ht. Also we were
victors n the general assembly, and now have a bill awaiting the
governora signature before it becomes a law. 'The opticlans have a
national or%nnlmtion composed of various Btate assoclations, and we
will meet at Cedar Point, August 15 to 18, and 1 think that in view
of the fact that we have been wictorious i.n 24 States, a.ud are stiil
fighting the medical trust in all the others, we might be of mutual
aid. 1 will lend you all the assistance within my power as an indi-
vidual, for I do not believe any man who has had any experience in
combating the selfish and intolerant element that composes the A. M. A.
but what will do yeo n service for his fellow man. If T can be of
any service to will consider it a favor to be called on as a
volunteer. With best wishes for your success, I :un,

Your obedient servant,
McDONNELL,
21 Eqst Stale Birtet, Columbus, Ohio.

e N e B s e e e
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I have read these merely to give a general idea of the breadth of this
movement and of the alacrittv with which the people are sending in
their names for the Psnrpoae of joining the league.

The purpose of this organization, as stated its prospectus, is * the
malntenance of the rights of the American people against unnecessary,
nnjust, upgremlve fraternal, and un-American laws, ostensibly related
to the subject of health, ¢ * ¢ It seeks thrcm§h publicity and
education to unmask and oppose ani lefislation which endeavors to
put into power any one system of healing and use the Government
prestige, money, and machinery to enforce its theorles and opinions
upon citizens who believe in other forms of healing.”

It is as essentlal to liberty of the individual to have medical free-
dom as it Is to have political or religious freedom, In fact, medical
freedom comes possibly closer to his interest, to his material welfare
than either of the others, It affects life itself,

This organization, that in a few days has secured 50,000 members
and that is confidently expected will have 100,000 members within
two weeks, i3 made up largetlg of those who have been for years in-
dividually interested in defending that freedom for the maintenance of
which they have now organized. It is a popular movement. Ten
thousand applied for membership yesterday alone. It Is the only
popular movement here represented.

t has become almost as regular as the sessions of the legislatures
themselves for attempts to be made In each State In the Union to pass
legislation that will either restrict the practice of medicine to those
who have pursued certain courses or that indirectly seek to gain the
same object b{ prohibiting pay for services and similar devices. The
Eeaple whom I represent eve that every man has a right to select

is own physiclan and to seek remedy and relief wherever he can find
it. They know that the attempts to restrict the practice of healing,
or of medicine, to certain schools of medicine has geen largely the re-
sgult of the efforts and endeavors of the members of those schools of
medieine who would be benefited by such legislation.

Among other States where such attempts have been made, and are
being repeatedly made, I will mention New York, Washin , Okla-
homa, Pennsylvania, N‘ew Hampshire, Nebraska, Colorado, lowa, Ken-
tucky, Tennessee, Maine, Alabama, Lou a, Missouri, Michigan, Cali-
fornia, Utah, Montana, North Carolina, New Jersey, Minnesota, Wis-
congin, Arizona, and Connecticut, and my own State, Massachusetts.

In all these States such efforts have been defeated. In Maryland,
Ohio, Virginia, Texas, and Delawarc such efforts have been partially
successful. It is not surprising that the people who have made the
contests against this restrietive legislation for years in these various
States look with sus?lciqn upon the efforts of the American Medical
Bociety, to gass the legislation now proposed, particularly in view of
the fact that admittedly for 20 years this socl'etp has been endeavoring
to obtain just such legislation. while dnring t -period through its
vmfrtiguss?ettg:erﬂ it has been endeavoring to obtain restrictive legislation

e Sta

Mr, President, I have some personal knowledge of the efforts
that have been made in my own State to bring about just such
legislation as this. We have been compelled to meet it at every
session of the legislature in our State for years past. It has
not stopped at the effort to elevate and make more efficient the
medical profession to which no one has ever objected. It has
gone further than that and attempted by legislation to exclude
everybody else from practicing at all. For a long time it was
directed at the Homeopathic School of Medicine, until that
school became so strong that it was useless to attempt longer
anything of that sort. Then it followed in the case of others
and finally came down to the Christian Scientists, and for the
past 8 or 10 years the effort of the American Medical Associa-
tion has been to secure some sort of legislation that would
absolutely bar the Christian Scientists from all opportunity to
exercise their right of healing disease.

Four years ago, in my own State, a bill having that object
was introduced into the legislature. I happened to know the mem-
ber who introduced it. I telegraphed him my desire to be heard
with respect to it before the bill was passed. He examined the
bill and let me know that he did not understand the full scope
and effect of it, and that he himself would not support it until
Christian Scientists were relieved and excepted from its effects,

We have had to keep vigilant wateh constantly in my State.
I know it is just as true with respect to other States; and back
of all this effort to keep everybody else out of the practice of
healing disease has been the American Medical Association,
not always openly, sometimes they pushed somebody else to
the front, but you will always find behind it the force and
power 'of the American Medical Association.

That is just exactly the condition that exists with respect to
the bill now before the Senate. You hear a great deal said
about the committee of 100 having been before the committees
that have investigated this matter, and one would suppose by

‘reading the report of the investigation that it was the com-
mittee of 100 that was urging upon the Senate, upon Congress,
_the enactment of laws of this kind.

But I want to say to the Senators here that behind the com-
mittee of 100 is the American Medical Association. Not only so,
but practically one-third of the members of the committee of
100 are doctors belonging to the regular school of medicine, and
one of them is the man who has been most active in pushing
this kind of legislation, Dr. MeCormick, who, in a sense, is the
walking delegate of the American Medical Association, and who
absolutely controls and dominates not only that association, but
the committee of 100.

I desire also to read very briefly from a letter of Mr. H. E.
Tesan to myself, giving an account of the elements which com-
pose the League for Medical Freedom:

There are now a little over 200,000 members of the Natlonal League
for Medical Freedom, and I should say that from one-third to one-halé
of them are Christian Bclentists.

I should say, however, that 25 per cent more were symgathizers with
the right of the Christian Sclentists to practice, even if they were not
adherents, go that I should say that 60 to 756 per cent of the member-
ship of the league was secured from the Christian Science influence,

There are 10,000 physicians of all schools, bei.n%] probably more
osteopaths than any others; next to that eclectics, then homeopaths,
and then chiropracties, with a very good sprinkling of alloEath.lc phy-
sicians, who belong to the leagne as a protest against the political
methods of the American Medical Association.

The greater number of Christian Scientists in the League for
Medical Freedom calls for explanation. The Christian Sei-
entists as a body have taken mo part whatever in this move-
ment. They are not represented as a body in the League for
Medical Freedom. Every Christian Scientist who becomes a
member of the league becomes such individually and upon his
own volition. No effort has ever been made to induce or coerce
any Christian Scientist to take any part in a movement of this
kind, and the reason why there are a greater number of them
is simply this: The individuals are acting, so far as the Chris-
tian Secientists are concerned, but in the case of medical schools
that are interested in this matter, they are represented not by
individuals; thousands of those who believe in those schools of
medicine are represented by the physicians who belong fo cer-
tain organizations, and while the Christian Scientists appear
for that reason to be stronger, they are not so in faet, because
the physicians and the heads of these medical organizations are
in fact representing thousands and thousands of people who are
standing ont against this sort of legislation, but whose names
do not appear as members.

There is another thing that I should say in this connection,
as I am speaking from the standpoint of the Christian Seientist,
in justice to the members of the different medieal organiza-
tions who are acting with us in this matter. It does not fol-
low by any means because members, for example, of the homeo-
pathic school of medicine are uniting with the Christian Scien-
tists in opposing this bill that they are in sympathy with or
believe in Christian Science—not by any means.

Just so with all of the other medical professions. It does
not follow that because they are making common cause in a
fight of this kind that each one of them believes in the method
of healing that is resorted to by the other, and therefore I
think it is only just for me to say that because members of the
medieal profession are joining with us in this effort to pre-
vent this sort of legislation it is not because of any sympathies
they have for the Christian Scientists as such, but because they
themselves are interested in preventing the passage of the bill.

I want to say to Senators here that this movement in opposi-
tion to this bill is not confined to members of any profession or
any school of medicine or healing. There are thousands of inde-
pendent American citizens in this country who object to such
legislation, without respect to the effect it is going to have upon
their interests or upoen their schools of medicine. They object
to it because it is unjust and un-American.

I have here a letter from Mr. B. O. Flower, the president of
the League for Medical Freedom. I am not going to take up
the time of the Senate in reading it, It explains of what the
league is composed. DBut I ask leave to print it as a part of my
remarks. .

The VICE PRESIDENT.
granted.

The letter referred to is as follows:

Bostox, Mass., July 1, 1911

Without objection, permission is

Hon. Jorx D. Works,
United States Senate Chamber, Washington, D, C.

My DEaR SENATOR: I have just returned from two days spent at onr
New York office. Much of the time while there was spent in getting
into shape the data to be sent to you. I refiuested our people to get
a complete list of the executive officers of the leagne—a list that would
ineclude not only the officers and advisory board of the national league,
but also the exeécutive officers of the State branches, This amounts to
about 500 names in all; and I requested them to indicate the strong
men and their position. For example, the chairman of the Virginia
League, Dr. Crutcher tells me, is probably the most I\romluent homeo-
pathic physician in Virginia, a man of influence in Itichmond, and of
great ability.

The chairman of our league In Florida is men‘b[y the most promi-
nent homeopathic physician in that Btate. § you know, the officers
of the San Francisco league are men prominent In public life. In our
Massachusetts league Dr. Maurice Worcester Turner was last year
president of the International Hahnemann Society. He was for sev-
erial years Instructor in the Boston University School of Medicine, and
is one of the ilrominent homeopathic physicians of the land. The sec-
retary of our league is the proprietor of one of the large and beautiful
family hotels of Cambridge, and a man who has been on the governor's
council in the past, and is quite prominent in Repulilican politics of
the State as well as a prominent business man. The treasurer and
assistant tressurer are men of Elrummeuce, one a retired capitalist and
the other a banker. Dr. Willlam Leonard, who writes in the June
number of the maﬂlzlne against restrictive mediecal le?-lslation, is a
member of-our advisory board, and has worked for us from the first,

He was for 19 years professor of materia medlea In the Unlversity
of Minnesota, and is one of the prominent homeopathic physicians of
the country. Dr. A. F. Btephens, of 8t. Louls, another member of our
advisory board, is one of the most prominent medical authors, edu-
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catorg, and physiclans in the eclectic school. T sent you a few days
aFH Dr. Munk's strong indorsement of the league's work as president
of the National Eclectic Association. I mention these physicians for
the reason that a persistent attempt has been made by Senator OWEX
and the advocates of State medicine to convey the idea that the homeo-
pathic and eclectic schools of medicine are not in sympathy with our

ht, and a persistent attempt has been made to allenate the physicians
of these schools from us, and inasmuch as Collier’s and Senator OWEN,
through reading Colller's article and thus lndorslni it, have tried to
conve{ the ig{lmss!ou that the managempgnt of the league is discredit-
able, it seem o me tha or 35 very prominent buslness, p -
ble, it t that if 25 35 t busl rofes
sional, literary, and educational names should be mentioned as officials
[ e league and as representative o ose constituting the executive
f the 1 d tati f th tituti thi ti
branch of the leagne and its State branches, it would most effectively
gilence this attempt to diseredit the league.

After one year's gsearch Collier's have not been able to find 10 persons
connected with the lengue against whom they dared to make charges,
and even in these instances a large number of the statemenis made
were deliberate misrepresentations, and other statements were made for
the purgose of trying to convey a false impression to the public mind.

ordially, yours,

B. 0. FLOWER.
WHO I8 SUPPORTING THE BILL.

Mr. WORKS. XNow, after having discussed thus briefly and
imperfectly the opposition to the bill, I desire to say something
about who it is that is undertaking to bring about the enact-
ment of this bill.

In the first place, T desire to read very briefly from a report
of J. N. McCormack, M. D., chairman of the committee on
organization of the American Medical Association,

Senators will bear in mind that the impression has gone
forth that this legislation is being pressed by the committes of
1400, composed of people who are entirely disinterested, and my
desire is to show, as I said a while ago, that while that ap-
pears to be so, as a matter of fact it is being pressed by the
American Medical Association practically and alone. Dr, Me-
Cormack says:

Accounts of my itineraries in New England and the Northwest were
given such publicity in American Medleal Association and State jour-
nals at the time that I shall confine this report to the subject of na-
tional health legislation, which was put so prominently before the pro-
fession by the action of this House two years ago and has been kept
constantly before it by the indefatigable labors of your legislative commit-
tee since In an effort to secure a national department of health, the

aspiration and hope of this association for half a century,
- * - » - L]

L

Sent on to Washington by your legislative committee, after the great
speech of Benator OweEN had impressed this country, as Gladstone
had done England a few decades betore, * that care for the public health
iz the first and highest duty of the statesman,” I found many leading
men of both Houses outspoken in support of the principles of his bill,
and a numher of our most experien friends believed that there was
an excellent chance to perfect and pass it at the present session of the
Congress. After looking over the ground and conferring with Drs.
Sower, Wiley, Kober, Woodward, Owen, and others—and I have never
seen men more devoted and earnest in a cause—the hearings were ar-
ranged, and it is believed that few measures of such a nature were ever
more ably supponted. =

I am inclined to agree with that, Mr. President. I do not
think there has ever been a measure before the Congress of the
TUnited States which has been more earnestly supported by any
body of people than this legislation has been supported by the
American Medical Assoclation.

More important was an opposition due to a conflict of interest be-
tween the bureaus and divisions directly affected by the proposed trans-
fer to the new health department, about which there m!g{:t well be hon-
est difference of opinion. This oceasioned much anxiety to the friends
of the legislation, and the ablest men in the profession came on to Wash-
ington and took part In the negotiations to meet the difficulty. These
negotiations were continued here, and I am haa);()y to inform you that,
under the sagacious leadership of Drs. Welch and Gorgas, great enongh to
give proper consideration to every interest, an agreement has been reached.

Dr. Welch was at that time, as I remember it, president of
the American Medical Association; if not, he was so later, and
I believe he has just retired from that position at an election
which has been held at the city of Los Angeles, my home.

It will be seen that there was a conflict between the anthors
of the American Medical Association and the constituted medi-
cal authorities of the Government then existing, including the
Public Health and National Quarantine Service. It is per-
fectly evident that some sort of a bargain was made between
the representatives of the Government in that bureau and the
American Medical Association which was entirely satisfactory
to the acsociation.

We are to have a health department commensurate with the powers
and resources of our Government, and in time ounr countr}' is to be put
in the front rank in the field of preventive medicine. In accordance
with that agreement and by authority I now offer the following—

I think Senators would like very much to know what sort of
an agreement that was. I know I would, and I think the people
of this country have a right to know what sort of a bargain
was made by the medical bureau of this Government and the
American Medical Association which brought about this com-
promise. Here is the resolution that was offered by Dr. Me-
Cormack—

Resolved, That the president be, and is hereby, authorized to appoint
a committee of seven members, which shall be charged with the duty of

framing a bill for a national dgeartment of health, to be presented to
the next session of Congress in December, and that this committee shall

consider and determine all matters and policies relating to national
health legislation, and may invite the cooperation and cooperate with
other organizations having the same purpose in view.

So we see that at that particular time the American Medical
Association was quite active in bringing about this legislation.
Nothing was heard at that time about the committee of 100 that
was supposed to be acting disinterestedly.

I desire also to read briefly from a letter of the president of
the committee of 100 to show what sort of action was being
taken by the committee, engineered, as I believe and as I assert
here, by the American Medical Association, with Dr. MeCormack
at its head. They have been complaining of the League for
Medical Freedom that it had been expending large sums of
money in sending telegrams to Members of Congress and in
various other ways. This letter shows that the committee of
100 has not been free from that same weakness, E

Prof. Irving Fisher, a very distingnished and estimable gen-
tleman, against whom I have nothing whatever to say, acting, I
have not the slightest doubt, with perfect sincerity in this
matier, in the belief that he was doing something of benefit to
the American people, said in this letter:

Our legislative snbcommlttee and executive subcommittee have held
frequent meetings. We belleve that it is not possible to overcome tie
opposition unless a cam{lai%n fund of from £20,000 to $25,000 can be
raised at once. This will be used for printing, stationery, telegrams
ete., the effect of which will be that Congressmen, especially pivota
Congressmen, will not dare to displease their constituents by opposing
President Taft's program. It will also be used fo reach our American
Health League—which contains many thousand health enthusiasts—to
start up our Authors’ League of 1,000 health writers, to stimulate
our Eem council of 100 leading editors, and to supply them and the
members erally with ammunition in the way. of literature; also to
reach the labor organizations and the Grange and all our allies. * * *

I am writing to you among the first, knowing that youn keenly appre-
ciate the importance of overcoming the selfish opposition to a project
which, once started, will surely expand within a deeade so that mil-
llons upon millicns of Government money will be put into this most
needed form of national defense.

There is no selfishness about that, I presume. Nobody is to
be benefited by the expenditure of these millions and millions
of dollars that were to be expended by the department that is
proposed to be organized.

Letters recelved from Congressmen in response to our effort to poll
them on this question show that many of them, and especially those
who control procedure, need something more than the President’s
message to urge them to action; in short, that they must have letters
and telegrams from thelr constituents.

In order to show something about the estimation in which
the American Medical Association is held in so far as it is at-
tempting to control legislation of this kind, I want to read an
extract from the testimony of Henry R. Strong, which was
given before the House committee on this subject; and right
in this connection I want to make a distinction in the eriticism
that I make against the American Medical Association be-
tween what I regard as its legitimate business, the building
up of the efficiency of its own body, the effort that it is making
to bring about better conditions in its own profession, and its
attempt at legislation of this kind that shall give it an undue
advantage over others who are undertaking to do the same
kind of work. I have no criticism to make of the American
Medical Association so long as it is following out the purposes
and objects I have indicated. ¥

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from California
yield to the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. WORKS. Certainly.

Mr. OWEN. If it would not interrupt the Senator from
California, I should like to call his attention to section 3 of
the proposed bill, which expressly forbids discrimination in
favor of or against any school or system of medicine.

Mr. WORKS. I am coming to that, if the Senator will allow
me, and when I reach that point I shall be glad to submit to
any question which the Senator may desire to ask. At this time
it would be inappropriate.

Mr. OWEN. Very well; I will wait.

Mr. WORKS. I will then be glad to submit to any sugzes-
tion which the Senator has to make in that connection. The
statement of Mr. Strong is as follows:

The CuHAtEMAN. Mr. Henry B. Strong. Ten minutes have been allotted
to you, Mr. 8trong.

Mr. 8troxa. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, with all
due respect to those who have appeared before thizs committee, I desire
to say that I am in sympathy with neither the homeopaths, the eclectics,
the osteopaths, the ristian Sclentists, nor any nor either of the so-
called sects, if I may so call them, that I suppose are behind this leagne.
My sympathies, as are my interests, are with and bound up with the
so-called school of regular physiclans, but I believe that if this nill
is passed it will accomplish a state establishment of medicine in this
country, and I belleve such was the gurpose of those with whom this
movement originated some six or eight years ago.

I refer, Mr. Chairman, fo a ¢ t%ue of political doctors who have
captured the control of the organization of the American Medical Asso-

ciation, who are fa]selapretendlng to represent the regular physicians
of this country. The fact of the matter Is that the American Medical
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Assoclation itself does not have 80,000 members, as ‘the lemen who

have addressed you stated it had. 1t has only 30, or 40,000,

although by coercive methods the membership is rapidly growing.

Therefore, as I say, the cligune In control of the association does not

fairly represent the association, nor does the association represent the
ession as a whole.

HOW THE EFFORTS OF THE AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION TO SECURE
LEGISLATION 18 VIEWED BY OTHERS,

Mr. President, in order to bring to the attention of Senators
the position that is taken by others besides Christian Scientists
with respect to this matter, I desire to call attention to resolu-
tlons which were adopted by the Eclectic Medical Society of the
Btate of California, at Redlands, Cal, on June 2, 1911:

EcLECTIC MEDICAL SOCIETY

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,

Redlands, Cal., June 2, 1011,
Drar Sik: The following resolution was unanimously passed at the
meeting of the California State Eeclectic Medical Society, held in Ban

Franciseo, May 23 to 256: g
Whereas there has been introduced at the present extra session of
Congress the so-called Owen bill, which is designed to eventually cstab-

lish a State medicine ; and

Whereas a State medicine s, ‘equally with a State religion, contrary
to a republican form of government .and obnoxious to its people:
of the State of Cali-

[Therefore be it
Rezolved, That the Eclectic Medical Socie
fornia, in its thirty-eighth annual session, and representing 300 regis-
tered pl:ﬁsldnns. is unalterably opposed to Federal or State compul-
sory medieal laws unless such acts preserve the absolute independence
of the physiclan and citizen to use and employ the system of treat-
ment most consistent with their choiee or bellef, in the same manner
as the rights and privil of all citizens are now guoaranteed with
ect to polities and on.
esolved, That the secretary be instructed to mail a copy of this
resolution to President Taft and to each of the SBenators and Repre-
sentatives in Congress; also to Gov. Johnson and to each of the
senators and assemblymen of the State of California.
0. C. WELBOURX,
ALBERT J. ATEINS.
Gro. G. GERE.
OrAN NEWTON.
L. A, PEnce.
E. R. HARVEY.

As indicating what the feeling of outside people, if I may
g0 call them, is with respect to this sort of legislation which is
going on in the States as well as in Congress, I desire now to
read an editorial which appeared in the Los Angeles Express
only a short time ago bearing upon legislation that was at-
tempted to be passed in the Legislature of California at the
session of the legislature just closed.

DOCTORS, TAKE WARNING.

Los Angeles 1s opposed to the system of medical ny over the
public schools designed to be established by senate bill No. 733 and
assembly bill No. 964. The fathers and mothers of this city will not
deliver their children over to the Doctors’ Trust those measures would
create. If the price of education at the public schools is to be the
surrender of all attending scholars to the arbitrary authority of State
physicians who will prescribe in bigoted obedience to the reglrements
of a would-be medical mc:molmlé;,l Los Angeles will not pat{ at price.

As the parents of southern California would resist to the uttermost
the introduction into the schools of a group of sectarians who should
exercise exclusive control over the rei‘liézus teaching of their children,
so will they resist the pro surrender of their children to a Medleal
Mrust. As the publiec schools, attended by children of all religious
crecds, must be kept free from the dominating influence of any single
creed, so must they be kept free from the dominating influence of any
single school of medicine.

We are of the race that during these centuries has won ilber‘cf of
conscience and freedom of belief. As no Btate would now dare direct
how the children In its schools should worsh!g God, so shonld no SBtate
dare attempt to comfcl such children to submisslon to the tenets of
some particular school of medicine. If, in opposition to the bellefs and
convictions of parents, their children are to treated and prescribed
for by State practitioners exercising arbitrary authority in aid of the
estabflshmeut of a medical monopely, it will not be long before Btate
clergymen, representing some State creed, will be given exclusive eon-
trol over thelr religious bellefs. b

Let the leﬁs!uture make no mistake in its judgment of public senti-
ment as to this pro . All else that it has done, important as its
work has been, sinks into insignificance beside this act that is pro-
posed. If the legislature aids the Doctors’ Trust to this attempted
gelzure of the public schools it will become infamous. Tf it attempts
to compel the 1?0 and girls of California to submit themselves to the
arbitrary mntro?’aor monopolistic medical arrogance .it will become
odlons and hateful. No legislation of this character should receive an
instant's consideration. It were suitable to the period in which men
were burned at the stake use they c to worship God in ac-
cordance with their .consciences, but it has no place in this century of
freedom and enlightenment.

The Express attacks no school of medicine, but no school of medicine
shall attack the liberties of the Ewple. California is free from medical
:_?vran:ny. Let it remain so, It has no State relizgion. Let it not estab-
lish a State system of medicine. Should physicians of any school be
given power to examine and prescribe for children because they are
scholars, presently they would be given authority to examine and pre-
geribe for men and women because theg are citizens. The schools now
are free and they must be kept free. either sectarianism nor medical
slavery shall be allowed to overwhelm and destroy them.

1 also desire to include in my remarks a short editorial from
the Los Angeles Herald, entitled “ Menaced by a Doctors' Trust.”
It is as follows:
MENACED BY A DOCTOR TRUST.

Tl;e-sttempt by the AMann bill to turn over the public health affairs
the

of Government to a Doctors’ Trust is a most perniclous attempt to

legislate in favor of one school of medicine and to lay every home open

to offensive regulations by Government tnsggctm The pm&)osed bill
would change the name of the existing blic Health and Marine-
Hospital Service and delegate to the new body powers that are in
violation of the rights of gﬂmnhip. All that an ins r would have
to do in order to interfere in a ease of illness in any home would be fo
decide in his own mind that the disease might interfere with interstate
commerce. Then he is clothed with almost absolute power to take
charge of the case, establish rules and regulations, and call in what-
ever physician he a&s!md, despite family protests.

Dack of this blll there is a.school of physicians that thus expects to
be recognized officially and thus be empowered to force upon the public
its own theories for the causes of diseases and its own meth for
cures to the exclusion of all other schools and their remedies and plans
of treatment.

Under the action of the Mann Llll a man's home would cease to be
his eastle, and he would be at the mercy of an inspector who would
have a defense for any act he might commit on the ground that he
feared the disease might become a public menace.

There was also at its annual meeting, May 16 and 17, 1911, a
resolution on this subject passed by the Indiana Institute of
Homeopathy, It is as follows:

Resolutions passed by the Indiana Institute of Homeopathy at its
forty-fifth annual session held in Indianapolis, Ind., May 16-17, 1911.
Whereas the National League for Medical Freedom is an organization
whose purpose is to serve and perpetuate the personal liberty of the
Eeogslle tcn! tht'a! United States as pertains to the choice of medical at-
endants; an
Whereas this liberty has been and is still threatened by reason of an
effort by the American Medical Association to have enncted a bill
creating a national health board, with power and authority to interfere
with the rights and powers of the individual States to control their
ini}l;rnall :gg grs ;hThIe;fiT&m b; ttﬂt te of H th: hereb;
esolv vy the na Institute o, That we hereby
megfml Freedom, and

indorse the purpose of the National League
ge ﬂ?: me most earnestly protest against the creation of a national
ef

with power and authority superior to that invested in the
health boards of the individual States; and be it further

Regolved, That we extend our mutual support to Dr, Louis Crutcher
ag the homelo‘pnthie representative on the directorate of the National
League for Medical Freedom, and commend his work to all lovers of
personal liberty. ;

I shounld say in this connection that at one time the National
Grange was induced to indorse legislation of this kind, but it
evidently found that it had made a mistake, and subsequent to
that time the resolutions I am about to read were adopted by
the grange:

FUBLIC HEALTH BUREATU.

That there be mo ambiguity or misunderstanding to our action and
meaning of our position on public health bureau, we add:

“ Whereas the resolutions adopted at the forty-third annual session
of the Natlonal Grange, favoring the consolidation of the various Fed-
eral health bureaus, have been used by the committee of 100 on national
health as an indorsement of the proposal to create a new Federal
department to be called ‘the dagartment of public health; and

*“ YWhereas the attitude of the National Grange in this matter has
be%n misrepresented by the advocates of a public health department;
an

“YWhereas the creation of such a department would involve the ap-
pointment of thousands of nnnecessar{.eomceholdern and the expenditure
of milllons of dollars, which could better devoted to estahllshing
parcels post, aiding the States in their work of road improvement, an
other reforms in which the Grange is interested: Therefore

“Resolved, That the National Grange has not and does not indorse a
deparvtment of public health, and sees no good reason why the farmers
of the country should favor the creation of such a department, or any
legislation that might be construed as a step in that direction.”
et%hc above resolution was passed b{ the National Grange at its forty-
fourth annual session at Atlantie City in 1910.

C. M. FREEMAN,
Secretary National Grange.

T desire also to read briefly from a letter of C. W. Miller, ad-
dressed to myself, in which he says:

WasHINGTON, D. C., June 30, 1911

For th:cgut 11 years Dr. McCormack has been the walking delegate
of the D rs' Trust, traveling from State to State for the purpose of
gathering the physicians of every county visited into the organ
His afternoon stunt in each place he visits las to preach “ medical
nomics™ (how to get more money) to the physicians, and in
evening address a public fatherlng on the great need of a health
department and the near-divine attributes of the profession that is
seeking to lay upon the altar of the public weal the prospects of its
own bus B

The fee schedule promulgated by Dr. MeCormack first a red in the
Journal of the Mediecal Asg:ciatjon on November 28, Iﬁﬂpmttarwards
being reprinted in various State medical journals, and it very accu-
mteﬁv indicated what the character of his 11 years’ work among phy-
gicians has been.

Further evidence in this regard and of the flattering results of his
work may be found in the report of his stewardship, which he, as
chalrman of the committee on organization, made to the annual meetin
of the American Medical Association in Chicago on June 2-5, 1908.
“ For e!%ht years T have been almost a stranger in my home and
family that T might serve you. My constant regret has been that my
capacity for service has not been greater.

‘As & business proposition, on a very conservative estimate, I am
convineed that my work has added Indirectly hun s of thousands
of dollars to your revenues, but this is the smallest part of it, as will
one day be known. At least two carefully selected men should be put
in thengel and others should be added from year to dymr until the bene-
factions of this work are felt not only by every doctor but at every
heartl;:gne in this great country—that Is, until the profession is really
organ! i 3

pectfully submitied.

tion.
eco-
the

C. W. MicLEr.
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Mr. President, I also submit the following address by
Dr. Munk at the meeting of the National Eclectic Association
in June, 1911:

We, as eclectics, are a separate and independent school of medicine,
" but we are not the only one. It is as necessary and beneficlal to have
a variety of schools of medicine as it Is to have parties in politics or
sects in religion, Each school, party, or sect permits the citizen to have
a choice, to select what he wants, and gives him the opportunity to
act with those of his own way of thinking, This is his constitutional
right under our system of free government of which we are all so
proud. Attempts have been made to Invade and annul this inalienable
right. The same spirit of monopoly which pervades the commercial
world is also found in medicine. To establish one school of medicine
to the exclusion of all others would create State medicine, which is
just as obnoxious and dangerous as is State religion. A variety of
schools, parties, or sects 18 an advantage, as it causes a friendly rivalry
b{vm each one striving to excel the other, and a healthy competition
that benefits the majority, which is as it should be, especially in a
Government like ours, where majorities rule. This coveted power has
been sought after for many years by the politieal ring in the American
Medical Association, which it hopes to obtain eventually through State
and national legislation.

All of the minor schools of medicine, known as the Allies, are op-
posed to such action, on the ground that it is class legislation and un-
constitutional ; but neither one of the Allies is strong enongh to engage
the enemy single handed. It also does not seem to be convenient for
them to unite their several interests in one counter organization. In
this erisis a new and welcome friend has np})eared upon the scene to
lend a helping hand. The National League for Medical Freedom was
own[zed one short t{ear ago a8 a4 lay movement in opposition to the
offensive activity of the American Medical Association to force the Owen
biill through Congress and establish a public burean of health. Owing
to the league's timely and energetic protest the bill failed to g.ss. but it
i up again in a modified, but no less objectionable form, to acted on
during the present extra session of Congress. That the bill will be again
defeated goes without sayinf, now_that the people have been warned of
their danger. If such a bill ever becomes law it will be a serious men-
ace to liberty and freedom In the United States and will be the entering
wedge for other objectionable and harmful legislation of a like character.

The scope of the league is nation wide and has branch offices in

nearly every large city of the Union. Its funetlon Is to e and
oppose the evil designs of the Medical Trust in its endeavors to fasten
itself upon the Btates and Natlon; to give publicity to every point of
interest and teach the people the right and wrong of everything that

E:rtsins to the subject. It is pled to oppose every attempt to leﬁls-
te against the interests of the people or to rob the citizen of his lib-
erty and right to choose his own medical advisor, The objects of the
league meet exactly our wants, and it behooves us to * pool our Issues™
and * hiteh our wagon to a star” that will carry us safely and surely

on to victory. . A M
» UNK.

Also, resolutions passed at the thirty-second meeting of the
International Hahnemann Association, at Asbury Park, N. J.,
June 23, 1911, as follows:

Whereas there is a persistent effort upon the part of the American
Medical Association to establish a national depariment of heaith and
thereby to infringe upon the liberties of the people in the free choice of
? me:::i'i cal agviser and of the school of medicine by which they shall be
reated ; an

Whereas there now exist several schools of medical practice, well
patronijzed by the people of the United States, none of which is to be
recognized by the Ipro ected department of health; and

Whereas several of the large Insurance companies have taken upon
themselves to give medical advice to their policy holders and thus to
further the policy of state medicine and the selfish and unpatriotic
aims of the dominant school of medicine : Therefore be it

Resolved, That the International Hahnemann Assoclation in session
assembled does hereby utterly condemn and protest against the psmarie
of Senate bill No. 1, known as the Owen bill, and House bill No. 110
}mcavn as the Dyer bill, and all bills of similar import; and be it
urther

Resolved, That the International Hahnemann Association resents the
impudent meddling on the part of commerecial insurance companies with
the medical treatment of private individuals and the practice of the

family physician.
J. B. 8. Kixa, Secretary.
HOW THE POWER OF THE DOCTORS IS EXERCISED,

I come now to a very brief consideration of the manner in
which the power that is obtained by the American Medical As-
sociation by means of legislation of this kind in the States is
exercised and the way in which it is received by the people
who are cognizant of its exercise by that authority. I call
attention first to a very brief article appearing in the Chicago
(Ill.) Journal, as follows: o

VACCINATION IS ENFORCED—PITTSBURG CHILDREN MUST SHOW MARKS OR
SUBMIT TO INOCULATION IN PITTSBURG CAMPAIGN.
PrTrTseure, January 12

The bureau of health of Pittsburg has ordered the immediate vae-
¢ination of all gchool children who can not prove by ocular demonsira-
tion that they have been vaccinated. Health Supf, B. L. Walter has
discovered that many of the vaccination certificates furnished by pupils
have been * faked,” and he has instructed his assistants to accept
neither assertion nor certificates unless vaccination marks can be
shown. At least 200 children are now being vaccinated daily, and the
doctors, working In squads of six, are going through each school from
cellar to garret.

I also read very briefly from an article in the New York
Press of March 28:
NEWARK, March 27.
There were further protests to-day by physicians and citizens against
the order of Dr. George J. Holmes, chief medical inspeétor of the rd
of health, directing his assistants

in examinin
all the childre: ﬂz

gchool pupils to make
n undress to the waist. The

rst protests came from

parents who refused to let thelr childrem be subjected to such exami-
nation. Particular objection was made to the method in which the
examinations have been conducted. Gipls from 10 to 14 years old have
been taken in groups from classrooms and compelled to remove their
clothing in one another’s presence. This has met with opposition from
many of the pupils.

I also submit a communication in the Milwaukee Free Press,
as follows:

LETTERS TO THE FREE PRESS5—PROTESTS AGAINST SCHOOL-INSPECTION
BILL.
MILWAUKREE, April 29.

| To the Editor:

On Aprll 14 the assembly voted indeﬂnlteli to postpone action on the
so-called school-inspection (doctor's) bill. This was the result of the
vigorous protest set up by members of our league, who gave the joint
committee of the senate and assembly facts that could end the matter
in no other way.

This class of legislation (the most paternalistic) was supposed to be
dead; but now I am informed that representatives of the American
Medical Association and a local medical society branch have drawn an-
other bili and sent it to the doctors who are members of the legislature.

This bill is also a compulsion mesasure, although it is written in a
:{as‘ri lliteinded to pull the wool over the eyes of the opponents of this

nd of law,

When the bill is up for hearing or a vote every county in Wisconsin
will be heard from against it.

Any bill, no matter what the wordmgl. which adds to the authority
of the so-called Medical Trust over the liberties of the people of Wis-
consin will meet with vigorous opposition of this league, which is or-
ganized In every county of the State.

As long as doctors are in politics, just so lonf will this league exis_t.
The doctors’ organization has a membership of 52,000, The league's
strength is EDOTEOO, a large share of which is contributing funds to pa
the campaign expenses. hus you have the two forces—the first name
old and seasoned and with professional interest involved, while the lat-
ﬁzl]'nlsdhtiit a year old, with personal and to some extent religlous liberty

hin t.

The political doctors sometimes arfue that their intentions are purely

hilantbreple. Let us look at Chicago. In 1908 the Cook unty
Riedlca] Boclety offered, and the city accepted, a plan for the inspec-
ublic-school children. The Chicago newspapers
osted it along. A few days after the first in-
spection was only partly made, these new%pgggrs spread the result all
over their first pages, armounc{nz that “ 60, school children require
medical attendance,” Nearly all of these boys and girls were sent home,
often to distracted parents, with letters detailing the awful diseases
that the youngsters had. You can guess how many of the 60,000 were
hurried to a doctor's office! Some were operated upon for adenoids, at
ail the way from $10 to $75 per operation; others were fitted with
spectacles, and others were given prescriptions.

Is there any doubt about the sordid high finance end of this thing?
Or in sounding these frequent alarms about disease are the alarmists
* zealously working,” as Henry M. Hyde says in the Saturday Evening
Post, “ to the destruction of the prospects of their own business ”?

In the Chicago case it looks as if the * political doctors " sounded an
alarm that resulted In a shower of preseriptions, medical calls, opera-
uoﬁpdi ulsinescsh rall king ( ting al L

adical practice, generally speaking (excep always a great many
physicians who are in a hlﬁéd}:roud class hygthemselves}, is firmly
established by the American cal Association on a commercial basis
with a department devoted to alarms with which the magazines and
newspapers are being victimized because most of the editors are not
giving the subject e thought it deserves, and are publishing the
alarms and creating the business for the political doctors, who of all
men have and extpress the greatest aversion for the press—this latter
being a part of the ethics of so-called * regular™ practice—except in
times when an “alarm ™ is necessary, and then it must be sounded b
the press * free gratis for nothing.” To advertise is one of the wicked-
est and most unforgivable thinlgs | Thee refular " (allopath) can do, but
there is no rule in any medical assoclation that T know of which pre-
vents a member from sending a * personal ” to a elty editor announcing
that he—the doctor—is going out of town on a vacation, so his patients
will understand that he hasn't quit business.

Every good citizen has the welfare of the school children at heart,
and the interest shown by the political doctors is all right until we dig
around and find out what is back of it.

NATIONAL LEAGUR FOR MEDICAL FREEDOM.
WitLiax F. HOOKER,
Beciretary Wiscongin Dicviston.
WHAT THE DOCTORS SAY ABOUT IT.

Now, Mr. President, I desire to eall attention to some of the
things that have been said by doctors themselves with respect
to this matter, not only in regard to the character of the effoits
that are being made, but what they expect to accomplish by the
efforts that they are making to secure the passage of this bill.

One of the prominent members of the Ameriean Medical Asso-
ciation, Prof. G. Frank Lydston, M. D.. of the faculty of the
medical department of the University of Illinois, in an address
before the Ohio Valley Medical Association, November 10, 1909,
said:

Under the present political régime the American Medical Associntion
has devcloped into a medicopolitical and commereial trust, which is the
dllxm“]td Entlthesiﬁ of what the machine which runs it promised it
shou o,

Dr. Welch, president of the American Medical Association,
said to Senator Satoor:

I would simply like to throw ont the suggesiion that it may be that
the Federal Government can exercise larger powers in this matter than
is generally supposed to be the case,

Dr. Henry O. Marey, former president of the American Med-

ical Association, in an interview in the Boston Traveler on
May 16, said of the opposition to the Owen bill ;

It is the old ery of the ineompetents who g;nctice under various
designations against legislation that will tend to bar them from practice

tion—almost free—of
fell into the trap and
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and keep the Erm:ﬁm in the hands of those who will not be a menace
to the public health.

There is the secret, Mr. President, of the effort that is being
made in this direction. It is to bar those who are not sup-
posed to have the necessary qualifications from the point of
view of the American Medical Association from practicing the
art of healing in any way whatever. -

Dr. C. A. L. Reed, chairman of the legislative committee of
the American Medical Association, says:

The principle that is Involved is the same—that the man in pos-
session of the technical knowledge which gives him a scientific compre-
hension of his subject and his problem * * should have the
executive anthority to enforce that knowledge and not be overridden

by a man who has no such technical !mowledgﬁ. and consequently no
such ecomprehension of the importance of the subject.

Now, see what it leads to, Mr. President. Who is going to
determine who has the technical knowledge to deal with these
questions if not the head of the department that is expected to
be provided under this bill? Whatever his deeree may be with
respect to it, that will determine the gualifications of anybody
connected with the administration of the publie health. There
is no way whatever provided for in this bill, or in any other
way that I am aware of, that his judgment in that matter could
be controlled in any way.

Prof. J. Pease Norton, of Yale University, in a speech before
the American Association for the Advancement of Science, re-
printed with approval in the Journal of the American Medical
Association, said:

1. It seems desirable that a United States national department of
health should be establighed, having as its head a secretary who shall
be a member of the Executive Cabinet.

. e purpose of the department should be to take all measures
calculated, in the judgment of experts, to decrease deaths, to decrease
sickness, and to increase physical and mental efficiency of citizens.

3. It should consist of the following bureaus:

National burean of infant hygiene.

National bureau of education and schools.

National burean of ‘sanitation.

Nétinal bt of s 0% o phmicane s

National bureau of ri atlon o yslelans and surgeons.
mlﬁ:ﬂonnl burean of reglstration of Ernga, druggists, and drug manu-

cturers.

National burean of registration of institutions of public and private
relief, correction, detention, and residence.

National burean of organic diseases.

National burean of guarantine.

National bureau of health informatiom.

National bureau of immigration.

National bureaun of labor conditions.

National bureau of research, requiring statistics.

Natlonal bureau of research, requiring laboratories and equipment.

That simply shows the extent to which they propose to go
if they succeed in establishing a department of health, and to
my mind is quite significant.

THE FALSITY OF THE ARTICLES IN COLLIER'S WEEEKLY.

Mr. President, I come now to the question of the truth or
falsity of the articles contained in Collier’s Weekly. I am not
going to take up the time of the Senate in reviewing those arti-
cles. I have here certain very brief affidavits and also corre-
spondence between the editor of Collier’s Weekly and the officers
of the League for Medical Freedom which will explain them-
selves and I think will clearly show that the articles contained
in Collier's were not only false, but that they were knowingly
so, and that they were malicious in their character.

They are as follows:

StTATE oF NEW YoRE, County of New York, ss8:

Benjamin 0. Flower, being first duly sworn, deiosea and Bil{Ys that he
is of Iawful age and a resident of Boston, Suffolk County, Mass.; that
he is the edltor of the Twentieth Century Magazine, in of Bos-
ton, and is the president of the National League for Medieal Freedom,
the principal offices of which and headquarters are in New York City:
that he is acquainted with the officers and directors of said league, and
that thelr occupations are as follows:

That Willinm R. Brown, the first vice president, of Indianapolis, Ind.,
is a director of the Brown-Keteham Iron Works, of said city, and is also
president of the Willett Press, of New York City.

Hon. Charles W. Miller, of Waverly, lowa, who is the second vice
president of said league, is the publisher of the Waverly Democrat, in
sald city of Waverly, and a member of the Legislature of the State of

Town.

That Paul A. Harsch, of said league, is theeﬁresident of the Clinton

gg.;se Co. and secretary of the BE. H. Close Realty Co., both of Toledo,
0.

That the Astor Trust Co., treasurer of said league, is a well-known
finaneial institution of New York City.

That Hon. John L. Bates, the general counsel for sald league, was
formerly governor of the Commonwealth of Ma usetts, and is now
an attorney in active practice in Boston.

That Col. Frederick A. Bangs, the assoclate counsel of said league,
is an attorney in aetive practice in the city of Chicago, 111, with
offices in the First National Bank Bullding.

That the directors of sald league are nine In number, and are as
follows : Benjamin O. Flower, Frederick A. Bangs, Willlam R. Brown,

rry 1. , Charles W. Miller, Diana Belais, Harry Linden -Chiles,
Howard P. Crufcher, and Panl A. Harsch.

That of said directors net hereinabove mentioned as officers, sald
Lesan is the head of the H. B, Lesan Advert Agency, of the eit
of New York, which said agenes, a,lnonﬁ other handles the ad-
;ia:tiil)aincg of the New York Central lines and the United States

r Lo,

That Mrs. Diana Belais i3 the President of the Antivivisection So-

ciety of New York.

That Harry L. Chiles, of Orange, N. J., is an os!:gnggathic physician
in good and regular standing and active practice in city, and he is
also the secretary of the American Osteopathic Associati

on.
That Dr. Howard P. Crutcher, of Kansas City, Mo, Is a homeo-

pathic physician in and regular standing and fn active practice in
the c:tst' of Kansas City, and is registrar of the Hahnemannian Medical
Institute.

Affiant further states that the affairs and business of said National
League for Medical Freedom are conducted and transacted by said
officers and directors and their employees, and by none other.

Afflant further states that the membership of said league is upward
of 135,000 ; that it is manifestly impossible for afiant to be cognizant
of the business activities of so large a number, but that to the best
of his knowledge and belief none of said members are manufacturers of
fraudulent remedies, or of any remedies.

And affiant further declares no manufacturers of fraudulent remedies
or other remedies have been solieited or requested to become members
?tt: sal:ri league or to contribute to its support by any of the officers

ereof.

Affiant further states that but one contribution to the funds of said
leagne has been received from a on known to be the manufacturer
of a remedy, and that said contribution was declined with thanks and
returned to the donor.

And further deponent saith not.
BexsaMIy 0. FLOWER.
Subscribed and sworn to before me this — day of November, 1930,

Stare o NEW Yorx, County of New York, es.

Paul Arthur Harsch, being first duly sworn, d s and says that
he is the secretary of the National League for Medical Freedom: is in
charge of its office and has the general conduct of its business; that
he receives all remittances and contributions to the funds of said
league, keeps proper beoks of account, and makes all deposits of
receipts with the treasurer.

That, to the best of his knowledge and belief, none of the contribu-
tions to the funds of sald league are from manufacturers of fraudulent
remedies or of any Temedies.

That no such manufacturers have ever been solicited to become
members of said league or to contribute to its support by any of the
officers thereof, and that the only contribution reeeived from such a
manufacturer was of the sum of $100, and was by this affiant returned
to the donor with the thanks of the league.

Affiant further states that he has read the above and foregoing
afidavit, signed by Benjamin O. Flower, that he iz familiar with the
facts therein sef forth, and that the same are substantially true.

And further deponent saith not.

PAvL A. HARSCH.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 12th day of November, 1010,
James R. WERIGHT.
Notary Public, New York County.

StaTe or NEw York, Couniy of New York, ss.

Joseph R. Kathrens, being first duly sworn, upon oath deposes and
says tgat he is acting secretary of ri.e National League for Medical
Freedom, of New York City. t, in conjunction with B. 0. Flower
and William D. Brown, he has been actively entgagfed in the formation
of said league. That he knows the source of all subscriptions and
incomes of this league, and declares upon his oath that no subscrip-
tion or fund of amy kind or character has been solicited or received
by this league or by him from any individual, firm, or corporation in
any manner engaged In the manufactare or sale of medicines or drugs,
or from any association composed of individuals, firms, or corporations
en%agcd in the ma or se of drugs or medicines.

n witness whereof he has hereunto set his hand and seal this
18th day of May, A. D. 1910.

Jos. R. KATHREXNS.

Subsecribed and sworn to before me this 18th day of May, A. D. 1910,
CHARLES ALVEN ROGERS
Notary Public in and for the County of New York.

CLEVELAND, OHIO, June 28, 1911,
Mr. ALBERT LEE,

Managing Editor of Collier's, New York City.

My Dear Mg, LEn: Your office kindly sends me an Extracts Bulletin
of June 3, for what reason I know net, unless you desire me to take
some notice of the leading article. Because of the article’s reference to
previous squibs, I have also loeked them up.

It seems to me that I have rarely read articles which more clear
ignored fundamentals and indulged in mere bickerings and small ani-
mosities than these. The animus of the writer is plain in his first
gentence : * The League of Medical Freedom is a bunch we don’t like.”
Then he proceeds to dislike them, and that is about all.

You attack B. O. Flower, but chiefly through R. C. Flower. B. O.
Flower may have been president of a patent-medicine company, or he
may not. I don't know. But B. O. Flower has a career as a public-
spirited editor, fearless editor, and advanced publicist too long for

orman Hapgood to discredit or to require me to defend if. He is not
one of the late comers in the fight a st plutoeracy, privil and all
the corrupting influences which threaten our social and pelitical system
as Collier's is. I do not recall the date of your conversion to real
demoeracy, but I know it has never been atrg:ﬁ enough to keep you
from su, rting the tools of plutocracy, and I eve that B. 0. Flower
was an ?:%?mre veteran in the fight against the very abuses which you
now decry when Collier's was a mere book agent's journal,

Mrs, Belais you call a * well-meaning, Ignorant, reckless, and muddle-
headed agitator.” Well, well, that sounds surprisingly like the descrip-
tions which the “standpat™ and pro-Balllnger journals were wont te
make of Colller's. Not an argument in it; just a denunclation. Yon
find fault because she is “ president of an antiexperiment soclety ™
(without naming; the society). Probably the lady is a me of some
society which objected to the well-authenticated ease (for example) of
the eminent Philadelphia physicians who indulged in the pleas ex-
periments of inoecula e eyes of orphan children with tube
Collier's a proexperimentalist

ete., just to sece what would happen.
in a case like that?
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Colller's manages to work Itself into a spasm of horror over anyone
who hints that patent medicines may not be much worse than other
medicines. Personally, I don't believe in patent medicines (as the term
is erally understood), but is it very much worse to defend a patent
medieine to sneer at a woman who disbelieves in the wanton tor-
ture of animals and of defenseless children? Even s it very much
worse to believe in a patent medicine which has its formula printed on
the label, as some have, than to belleve in a physician's ?rescri
beln%enﬂwly ignorant of its contents, as most ents are? Is It?

1 have no doubt that there are members of the league who are in
it for ulterior garposu. That 18 true of any organization, but that
is not the questicn. 'The question is, What is the league really trying
to do, and doing?

You don't get down to the question at all, excegt in some ranting
assertions. You sneer at Flower as the author of the pamphlet on
bubonic plague, but why don’t {ou answer the argument confained in
the pamphlet? You talk about a *“notorlous Colorado quack,” but
who is the man and why i{s he a “quack”? You reach the limit
of absurdity when you attribute an increase in the Chicago death
rate in 1010 over that of 1908 to the *large membership of the
league " In Chiengo.

Really, Mr. Lee, you and Norm Hapgood and the rest of the bright
bunch on Collier's ought not to allow such a fool statement to appear.
It reflects so severely upon your known intellizence that one can not
discuss it with patience. The leaFue is strong in Cleveland, too, and
just at present the death rate is less than 10 per 1,000. Is that due
to the league? Not unless one argues as Collier's iz arguing, which
Heaven forbid!

You accuse the league of *gopher methods.” Another sneer which
means nothing. Your statements are prejudiced and intended to
prejudice others. They are not fair, they are not honest. Collier's has
published several editorials against tha league and you say you have re-
ceived man{ protests, Have you published any of the arguments of the

rotests ? haven't seen any. Suppose, then, some member of the
eague should refer to your methods as * pole-cat methods,” because
you stir up such a stench to becloud the issue. That wouldn’t be polite,
would it? And I wouldn’t make such a reference to a magazine which
I like (as a rule) as well ad I do Collier's. Nor would I to any other.
I am merely showing you how cheap your methods are, and how un-
le:mt they would be, were one to retaljate In kind. What are the
‘ gopher methods” of the league? As far as I know, they have been
alngu]nrli open, They have relied upon the *right of petition™ and
the welf t of a.r%ument to defeat e establishment of a national
board of health (7). Yhen accused of being a “ patent-medicine or-
ganization,” they offered to disclose the list of contributors to their
treasury to a &ro;l)erly authorized committee. Have you heard of an
such offer by the league's o%ponants? Yet Collier's goes right on inti-
mating that it is controlled by patent medicine interests.

But why not cease your bickering and get down to fundamentals?
If you mng think the league is a menace, why not state your real,
and vital, objectlons to it and devote a certain space to the subject,
pro ard con? There would be something about an attitude like that
which one could respect.

What is the fundamental item at issue? The league disbelieves in
the establishment of State medicine, under the gulse of a department
of health, or a bureau of health.

Why does it so disbelieve? For reasons which ought cert to
appeal to Colller's. We have too much departmental rule in our Gov-
ernment now. Didn't youn have enough of an eﬁrience of the corrupt
strength of departmental government in the Ballinger case? You know
it was only by a fortunate fluke that Ballinger was prevented from
Morganheiming Alaska. Why? Because he was a departmentsl head

rnd could interpret and execute laws both at the same time. The Post
Office Department is another instance. Beneficent as it usua fiist'a tthe
es,

Post Office De{mrtment abrogates the Constitution of the Unit
and does it with impunity, and there is no appeal to any court which
can prevent it. You know th.[s,bedon‘t you? Departmental law and
depsrtmental justice are apt to amenable to nothing except public
opinion, and most of the time that isn't working, as you know.

Now, suppose you establish & department of medicine (no matter
whether you call it a bd&put.ment or health or what]), how long do you
suppose it wounld be before the rights of all schools differing from it
wonld be Ln.fxlnfed? Just about long enough to get it into working order.

Would the American Medical Association be satisfled to have a de-

artment of medicine, or health, and allow_a Christian Scientist, say,
) bledu§ the head of 1t? They would not. Neither would you; neither
would L

Yould Collier’s be satisfied to have a department of health and have
B. O. Flower at the head of it? Yon would not. Neither would the
American Medical Association. Wh
4 department of health. You want & deﬁm ent of medieine.

I am in favor of health legislation—when it iz health legislation. I
am In favor of pure-food laws, and I venture to say I would go further
than Collier's in d what “ pure food " real For example, I
do not consider cold-storage corpses, hog-fat shortened bakery or
%nsect-colored bottled fruits (all of which now exist, unlabeled) as pure

I am In favor of sanitation—public and %rlvatmd I do not con-
slder it sanitary to plut dise: pus into healthy veins * to prevent
disease.” Collier's evidently does.

1 believe in the preservation of the purity of our water supplies, and
I decry the fatuousness of our present medicated sanitarians, who
make no objections to the pollution of our water supplies by sewage,
but want to purify it afterwards by filtering or ch.emﬁnusln .

1 believe in health, in hygiene, and in humaneness, and %n making
medical laws I want all three to be considered.

I believe we should attain to pure-food conditions, sanitation, hygiene,
health through separate enactments, so that our rl[fhts may be safe-
guarded in each case. (The initiative and referendum willy help the
safe rding.) I do not believe we ghould deliver ourselves into the
hands of a department of medicine as a salvation from our physical ills,

I have nothing against “regular physiclans,'* except when they
attempt to srm%'ata to themselves all medical wisdom and authority.
Bome of my best friends and my family Ph clan are “r " ‘doc-
I,lors. Ath, thgydsame ﬂtllme re.set&e the right to consult ﬂl;q osIt:opath,

0meo| ropath, or any other *“ " or “nonpath.” other
1\:1::'(15,"31a belleve in that freedom which (B:ﬁlter’s decries, and I belleve the

eat majority of the members of the National League for Medical

eedom are of like mind. I do not mean that they all believe as I do,
except that m% belleve in letting the other fellow believe as he does,
and they deny the right of a department to destroy that freedom.

, because you don't want

Colller's may have better
instance I can not but feel it
fight n%almn: freedom.

incerely, yours,

reasons than thus far given, but in this
has made a sorry spectacle of itself in its

EDpuMUND VANCE COOKE,
80 Mayfield Road.

May 15.

Mr. NorumaN HaPGoOD,
Editor Collier's Weekly, New York City, N. Y.
Deir Me. Hargoop: I received in Pitts‘lmigeyour letter of May 11
asking for certain Information econcerning National for
Medical Freedom, and promptly wired you that the information re-
quested would be furnished as soon as the data could be gottem to-
ther, and that on my return to New York I would give you every
acility for further investigation.

If you are going into the subject as thoroughly as you say you are—
and as thoroughly as I hope you will—let as many as possible of your
important questions and our answers be put in writing. Ask all the

uestions yon want—verbally or otherwise—we will answer them
; but to avoid misunderstanding and the ibility of being
misquoted, let us make written communications the foundation for any-

thing you print.

About the * half dozen men who met at a New York hotel,” the edi-
tor of the Digest says * they met ome day.” In reality they met on
several different days and at several different times and places.

The persons who attended these conferences——the founders of the
Nationa Lahgm for Medical Freedom—were those who are its present
directors, and are as follows :

Mr. W. R. Brown, of Indianapolis, Ind.; Mr. B. 0. Flower, of Bos-
ton, Mass.; Mr. <harles W. Miller, of Waverly, Iowa ; Dr. Lewis Pink-
erton Crutcher, of Kansas City, Mo.; Harry Linden Chiles, of East
Orange, N. J.; Mrs. Diana lais, of New York; Mr. Frederick A.
Bau:g,-lsf of Chicago, Il.; Mr, Paul A. Harsch, of Toledo, Ohio; and

myself.

The affilintions of these people are as follows:

Mr. W. R. Brown is vice president of the Brown-Ketcham Iron
Eﬁrﬂﬁs?r Indianapolis, Ind., and Greensburg, Pa. He is a Christian

clentist.

Mr. B. 0. Flower is the editor of the Twentieth Century Magazine,
of Boston, Mass. He was the founder of the Arena and was its editor
for years. When sick he employs the services of an allopathic phy-
glelan, but for 20 years has been opposing the efforts of the allopathic

rofession to estab a medical mononcly. Becanse of his writings in

‘avor of medical freedom and his excellent reputation for integrity and
gah'lotism the position of temporary Fv}'esldent of the league was offered
0 him by a representative of Mr. W. R. Brown and myself, and he

accepted the offer, to be later unanimously elected permanent president.
st week he was unanimously reelected president for his second term.

Mr. Charles W, Miller was invited to attend the New York confer-
ences by Mr. Brown, Mr. Flower, and myself becanse of his vigorous
apfwslunn to medical arr ce In the Iowa Legislature, a subject which
will be treated fully by Mr. Miller.

Dr. Lewis Pinkerton Crutcher is one of the most prominent Y‘hysiclana
in the homecpathie profession. He is a member of the faculty of the
Hahnemann Medical Institute in Kansas City, Mo., and has n for
yenrs warnlngl homeo[paths es and writings against the a %res-
slon of the allopathic moggP and o Foslmjzithe trust and ﬁical
methods of the American M Association. He was offered a director-

and accepted it, and has-been stanchly mgported
in utho»t league thousands of homegpathic practitioners and thelr
patients.

Dr. Ha Linden Chiles is secretary of the National Osteopathic Asso-
clation. e accepted a directorship, and is also being supported by
thousands of osteopathle practitioners and their patients.

Mrs. Diana Belals wns offered a orship because of her conrageous
efforts to secure a higher law In New York State than the doectors’ cruel
theories and professional arrogance. She is president of the New York
Antivivisection Society.

Mr. Frederick A. Bangs is an ex-president of the Hamilton Club, of
cago, He is a prominent attorney and a Christian Sclentist.

Mr. Paul A. Harsch Is seeretary of the B. H. Close Realty Co., of
Toledo, Ohio, and removed to New York to become secretary of the
league. He is a Christian Scientist.
am a Christian Selentist.
&ghmkpemuns jolned the work at different times, but all within a
weeks.

The only person who was acting in any prominent way at first who
is not acting mow is Joseph R. threns, at present Chicago office
manager of the Lesan Advertising Agency. He was a director and

ship of the leagne
¥

o
&

- secretary-treasurer during the first few wecks while Mr. Harsch was

arranging to remove to New York from Toledo. He represented me.

These people have run the league from its inception by meetings, the
records of which you are at liberty to see if you desire.

The,f have collected all moneys received and disbursed by popular
subscriptions among their own affiliations and from no place else.

The amount of money collected up to May 2, 1911, was $94,274.39.
The subscription books are open to you in etail for any Invesﬂg-atton
you want to make, and we will also be glad to tell you in detall what
the money was spent for.

In the membership of approximately 200,000 at this time there ars
re%lstered 7,600 individual subseriptions, ranging from 25 cents to
£10,000. Many of these sums, however, have n made up from
gmaller sums secured by the person sending in the larger sum. It is
likely, therefore, that fully 20,000 persons have subscribed. Where a
large sum has been sent us we can secure the names of the indlvidnals
subscribing the Eﬁ'&'&gﬂ&

In the membership there are nearly 10,000 physicians of all schools,
and at this time the membership of the league is growing faster among
physicians than among any other class of people.

ese members, including physicians, have jolned this league and
subscribed their money from one motive and one motive only; I. e., to
stop the dominant efforts of the allopathic medical oligarchy to estab-
lish a system of State compulsory medicine in this country and to in-
sure to themselves and to all other American citizens the right to em-
ploy the practitioner of his choice,

1{1 regard to T{mﬁuns you ask about Messrs. Flower, Miller,
Carr, Englehart, and Huhn, I have forwarded a request to each one of
;:shem rf)re(the information desired, and will give it to you as soon as it

received.

1 will say, howeyver, that I know now that some of the statements
your questions imply are true, and I know that others are not true,
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You misunderstood me about Mr. Flower. I said he was not now
. assoclated with his brother in the patent-medicine business, but did not
say that he had not been so associated. I may even have been mis-
taken In this; Mr. Flower will answer that,

- Even If all the things implied in your letter were admitted, I fail
to see that anything has been established which in the least proves
your sweeping statement that our membership is composed for the most
part of people * hard hit by the pure food and drug act,”’ or that we
are “ gophers,” or that our money is secured from patent medicine and
adulterated food sources, or that it is expended for anything even re-
motely connected with this subject.

In every movement in support of a principle there are likely to be
ound three elements which may be made the subject of criticism,
irst, those who join the movement for selfish purposes; second, those

whe join out of resentment toward those whom the movement opposes ;
and, third, those who may have at one time been assoclated with those
whom you oppose, but have changed their views.

In a membership of 200,000 it would be foolish for us to say posi-
tively that not a single one of the first two has slipped In, and
any information of this kind you have will gladly received. We
welcome and defend those of the third type.

But we know who and what practically all of our 200,000 members
are, and we know that they are in no way interested in the subject
which you state that they are there to defend.

Nor can we say that not a dollar has ever been recelved from such
& source as that gou claim, but we know that not a dollar has been
received from such a source known to any of the directors, and that
money recelved from such sources has been returned, and help offered
by these sources has been declined.

We also know that the method of securing the funds was such, and
we are sufficiently familiar with the details of where this money came
from to be able to gl;ove that neither you nor any of your doctor
friends can ibly more antagonistic to the interests yon claim
we received it from, and for whose interests {ou claim we expended it,
than are those who subscribed 99 per cent of the money for the league’s

support.

? hope this answers your letter of May 11 to the extent which it ecan
be answered at this time. You say you will ask us a great many help-
ful questions. We shall be glad to have them as fast as you can pre-
pare them, so that we can be working on the data, and wonld suggest
personal conferences at any time, an investigation of the league books, a
talk with our fiscal agent, the Astor Trust Co., or anything else that
may be helpiul to youn, and then when that is all over we will ask you
to go back to the original article which you published under the title of
“A Bad Bunch,” and go over it carefully with us and see what, If any,
of the statements there made you have been able to prove or we have
been able to disprove,

And then, of course, we will ask you to correct the wrong that you
have done, and we feel sure that you will do so.

Sincerely,
THE NATIONAL LEAGUE POR MEDICAL FREEDOM,
H. E. Lesan,
Chairman Committee on Publicity and Education.

COLLIER'S,
416 WeST THIRTEENTH STREET,
New York City, May 16, 1911

Dear Ma, LeEsax: On account of the condition on which you write
the inclosed letter, which I have put in brackets on the first page, I
think it only fair that I should return it to you.

In trying to find out what you definitely deny I had no intention of
binding myself to cooperate with you in anything I may write in the
future. I certainly shall not do that. I was merely trying to have the
oral protest which you made the other day put in writing to avoid any
possilile misunderstanding.

Yours, very truly, NorMaAN HAPGOOD,

May 17, 1911,
Mr, NorMAN HAPGOOD,
Editor Collicr’s Weekly, New York City.

Dran Me. Harcoob: Replying to your letter of May 16, In which yon
return my letter of the 15th written as a protest of the National
Leacue for Medleal Freedom against certaln untrue statements made
in Colller's lssue of May 6, under the ecaption “A bad bunch.”

I have been unfortunate in expressing myself, or you have read
gomething into my letter that was not there.

I certainly had no Intention of endeavorlni to bind yon to cooperate
with me in anything you might write In the future on this or any
other subject.

My purpose was exactly as you say, and that was to have our pro-
test put in writing, and to let all such written eommunications become
the tgundatlon of anything which you printed which purported to quote
the National League for Medical Freedom.

Outside of what statements we make—for which we are entirely
responsible—and such modifications of your ideas as such statements
of ours may make, we are not endenvoring to influence what you say In
Collier's, tﬁnugh. of course, we would hold you responsible for any-
thing that you sald that was not true, and especially so after we had
given you the opportunity to learn the truth.

Therefore I am sending back to you my letter of May 15, with this
note of e:rplnnlation. and would like to hear from you in regard to it.

Sincerely, yours,
H. E. LEsaN.
—_—
CoLLIER’S, May 19, 1911,

Desr Me. LESAN : Thanks for yours of the 18th, which was of much
interest to me.

1 heartily return your personal satisfaction regarding the oppor-
tunity to talk it over, and am sorry that no matter how clearly the
facts may be agreed upon In the long run by us, our prineiples and
beliefs must be widely divergent. What I wish to do, if possible, is
to make clear my opinion of the work that Christian Belence is doin,
in the world, while at the same time making clear my strong beileg
in the medical profession and in the harm that is done by organized
opposition to that profession.

Yours, sincerely,

Mr. H. B. LESAN,
881 Fourth Avenue, New York City.

NorMax HapgooD.

| the o

May 22, 1911,
Mr. NorMAN HAPGOOD,
Collier’s Weekly, New York City.
Desr Mr. Hapcoop: I wrote you the last of the week that not later
than Mondng we would put certain Information in your hands, as per

We feel, however, that the situation, from onr standpoint at least,
has been somewhat changed by your communication of May 19.

If we understand your letter correctly, it means that when we have
established that the things you said in Colller's about the league were
untrne, that yon then expect to justify your attack—or even to con-
tinue ft—on the ground that an organization which protests against
any of the methods of the so-called regular medical profession is inimi-
cal to the public welfare.

The directors of the league feel, in view of their frankness In placing
all the information at your disposal—quite as much to save you em-
barrassment as to prove our own position—that they should not go
any further in giving you an opportunity to learn the facts until they
have some indication from you as to your intentions—

First, in regard to correcting false statements in Collier's of May 6.

Second, as to your future intentlon toward the National League for
Medical Freedom.

On receipt of satisfactory assnrances that you mean to be fair in
correcting the wrong done us on Ma{ 6, and that you will not use the
information given you in confidence for the purpose of ﬂroving you are
wrong in one set of statements, to support your attack from another
direction, we will be glad to submit the information.

Without such assurances the directors feel that they should adopt
some other course of setting themselves right before the public.

This Is all said, however, without any intention of abridging your
right to express your opinions as you choose, and with every confidence
on the part of all of us that your intentions are perfectly fair in regard
to statements of fact, and that you will so assure us.

Sincerely, yours, H. B. LESAN.

Wasmingrox, D. C., May 16, 1911.
Paun A. HARscH,

Secretary National League for Medical Freedom,
New York, N. Y.

My Dear Sir: Referring to your letter of gesterﬁa , in which yom
ask enlightenment as to questions prepounded by Mr. Hapgood, of Col-
lier's, is at hand. I will answer the guestions In the order they are

ven :

“1. Did Mr, C. W. Miller, as a representative of the Legislature of
Towa, oppose the passage of the pure-food law in that State?”

Neither as a representative of the legislature or as a newspalper writer
did I oppose the law In question. As a matter of fact the Iowa pure-
food law was by the thirty-first general assembly whereas my
legislative service did not begin until the thlrtilsecond.

“2. Did he make a charge, decided to be frise in court, that the
Bremer County Medical Society had a fee schedule?”

With reference to thls matter, I heg to state that there was never

| any denial of the fact that the Bremer County Medical Society had a

fee schedule. The Bremer County Medical Society, in addition to Its
extortionate fee schedule, had a blacklist agreement under the terms
of which any family in arrears to one member of the soclety and listed
as poor pay by him would be refused attendance by any other member
thereof save on a cash-in-advance basis or upon the order of the county
commissioners or township trustees.

Because these agreements appeared to be in wviolatlon of the Towa
antitrust law the grand jury of my county found indictments against
the physicians party thereto. I was summoned as a witness before the
grand jury making these indictments, before whom I produced and gave
into its hand an original ecopy of the fee schedule which had been
printed for the guidance of the %hysiclnn subscribing to it. The case
never came to a formal trial, but all of the issues involved were
thrashed out in a habeas corpus proceeding. The declsion of the distriet
court, su nently confirmed by the supreme court, was that mediecal
serviee was labor rather than a commodity, and that since the indieted
physicians had bnt resorted to the ordinary devices of labor nnions, they
were withont gul]t in the eyes of the law. All of these various matters
are referred to in some detail in the articles I contributed in the
national magazines two years ago. BSince I believe you have a copy of
their compilation In your hands, would s t that you submit them
to Mr. Hapgood's perusal. Iaving turned attention to this subject,
I am inclined to belleve he would find much In them both of interest
and enlightenment.

In conclusion let me state that if m;ﬂy accusing the Bremer
County Medical Society of adopting a fee edule would justify my
descri(ﬁﬂon as part of a “bad bunch,” the inference seems plain that

um should be lifted from me and attached elsewhere, providing
my accusation is shown to have been a simple statement of undisputed
fact. Certainly no complaint would be lodged against me by Mr.
apgood for making even an unfounded statement regarding the prac-
tices of a medical society that were not to its discredit, and I take it
that he looks upon the employment of trust and union labor methods
to extort unreasonable fees from the sick and allinﬁ in the same light
that I do. He seems wholly unaware of the fact, however, that prac-
tieally all of the coun medical societies affilinted with the American
Medical Association maintain fee schedules such as I complained of
with reference to the Bremer County Medical Society. He should be
advised of this fact, along with the further fact that the supreme body
not only urges the adoption of fee schedules by local societies, but gocs
go far as to suggest the prices that should be prinfed In them. Con-
clusive evidence on these points is furnished by the Journal of American
Medicine, the official mouthpiece of the Amerlean Medical Association,
and I would refer Mr. Hapgood in particular to the article from that
publication which I submitted as part of my statement to the House
committes at the hearing on the health bills last year.

1 am glad that Mr, atgood is looking us up, and if he will display
the same diligence in looking up the organization that is resorting to
all manner of falsehood and misregreuntaﬂon for the p of dis-
crediting the opposition to its sc]tﬂl;y u;amhltion, as I believe he will, the

2.

result can not other than
ncerely,

1 beg to remain, very P BT ey

ATTITUDE OF CHRISTIAN SCIENTISTS TOWARD PURE-FOOD AND SANITARY
LAWS.

Mr. President, in this connection I think it is well for me to
correct an impression that prevails, no doubt very generally,
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in regard to the attitunde of Christian Scientists toward pure-
food laws, sanitation laws, and other laws of similar character.
It is generally given out—and, I suppose, generally believed—
that Christian Scientists are opposed to all such legislation,
which is a very great mistake, They believe in all kinds of
sanitation that is necessary and proper for the purpose of pre-
serving health. We have not yet reached that stage when we
can simply say we will ignore all material means of that kind
for the purpcse of bettering the condition of our people and
that we can heal disease in some other way and without such
precautions. Christian Secientists try to be reasonable with
respect to such matters, While they may believe that theirs is
a better way, that may sometime become the exclusive way
of dealing with sickness and disease, yet they submit to such
legislation as being proper and right under the circumstances.
You never find any Christian Scientist undertaking to violate
or to repudiate or to in any way interfere with the administra-
tion of such laws. I want to say now that there is no truth
in this statement that this movement is in any way allied avith
the people who are opposing the pure-food laws. It has no
such foundation. The people who are honestly and conscien-
tiously opposing this legislation have no sympathy with the
people who are opposing pure-food laws and other laws of a
gimilar character.
DOCTORS" FEE BILLS,

Mr. President, there has been some indignant protest against
the claim that is made that the American Medical Association
is attempting to establish throughout this country fee bills to
regulate the amount of charges that shall be made by doctors
irrespective of their ability or competency to do the work
which they are attempting to do. For the purpose of meeting
that position and showing that we have not been unjust with
respect to it, but that we are acting upon sufficient information,
I desire to embody in my remarks an article that has been
written by Dr. J. N. McCormack, to whom I haye heretofore
referred, with respect to this matter of fee bills, calling atten-
tion to the fact and urging that that sort of control should be
established throughout the country. The reason why the
American Medical Association has not declared for establishing
fee bills within its own ranks is very apparent. They do not
compose all of the doctors in any neighborhood or in any county
or locality. Therefore, if they, as an organization, were to
establish the fee bills and be regulated and bound by them, the
other physicians of the neighborheod would not, and conse-
quently they would be at a disadvantage.

But the man who speaks for them, the man who is in a sense
their walking delegate, goes about the country and advocates
the establishment of these fixed charges, and says, in that con-
nection, that it would not do for a part of the physicians in
any locality to establish fee bills, but that it should be done by
all of them., Therefore he is using the power of the American
Medical Association to bring into that organization not only
the members of the asscciation itself, but all the physicians in
any given locality where they are willing to be bound by such
regulations, That will be proved by the article of the doctor
himself, who is quite frank on that subject. It is as follows:

MEDICAL ECONOMICS, BY DR. J. N. M'CORMACK. .
[From the Journal of the American Mediecal Association.]

The county socleties and postgraduate courses furnish the facilities
for doing the sclentific and social features of this work. For the busi-
ness side of it I am advising that the profession In each couniy or city
consider the advisabllity of arranging for systematic monthly collee-
tions with a carefully selected business representative and a centrall
located * medical collector's office,”” the collector to be under bond an
on a definite salary, and with anthority to appoint as many assistants
as may be necessary, for whom he is respo e, very much as sheriffs
and city collectors do.

The collector should be a man of tact and judgment; he should hold
the affairs of each physician as strictly private and confidential, and
he should be well paid.

L] L3

] - L] L] L

For obvious reasons the schedule ghould be adopted by the profes-
glon as a whole or as individuals and not by the county soclety. The
provision in the by-laws forbidding such action by the societies, in-
serted after careful consideration, was certainly wise under the conditions
then and still existing, and probably should be permanently retained.

The membership in most socleties embrace only about from ome-half
to three-fourths of the lphysicia.ns of the mun% While it is probable
that all, Including the former sectarians, will finally come In, this will
be the work of years, and, although mnot absolutely essential, it Is
important that the schedule bhe agreed to pratically by all the active
ph{‘slcians of the jurisdiction, whether members or not.

he rates should not be too hard and fixed. There are people of
moderate circumstances In almost eve communttg'—factary operatives
and others—who ought to pay someth nf;, and yet should not pay full
fee, and a wise discretion on this and similar points must be provided
for in any plan which is to be comprehensive and successful. The
orders for arrangement and the items of practice included are as seems
best sulted for most countles and communities, but the purpose is to
make it so simple and flexible that it can be altered to suit varying
conditions and views., For instance, If it is thought best, fees for
fractures and dislocations or any other surgical or special work can be
easily added. It will be noted t a broad distinction is made between
ordinary and complete office examinations, including a thorough exami-

nation of the chest, urinalysis, and other llke work involving extra time
and skill. My own opinion is that a double charge should made for
night practice for well-to-do people, but I have yielded to the views of
others on this point. Te!e?hune practice is so annoying, exacting, and
unsatisfactory that it certalnly should be paid for, except where regular
visits are being made, and In all cases after bedtime, onsultations are
purmposely made low in order to develop and encourage this variety of
practice.

The form of schedule sugzested and the footnote as they should go
on the placard are as follows:

Schedule of medical fees for County.

Day visit in town s $2.00
Night visit in town 3. 00
Day visit in country, first mile, $2; each after mile, one way.- 1.00
Night visit in country, first mile, $3; each after mile, one way-- 1.50
Ord office examination and advice 1. 00
Complete examination and advice A3 5. 00
Advice or prescription by telephone 1.00
Obstetric case, uncomplicated, not over 6 hours______________ 15.00
Life-insurance ex tions ¥ i 5. 00

Consultation, double ordinary visit, s
Surgical and other special fees as may be arranged.

I have also, Mr. President, a letter here from B. O. Flower,
president of the League for Medical Freedom, and a statement
accompanying it showing the falsity of the articles in Collier’s
Weekly. They are as follows:

[Extracts from letter of Mr. Flower.]

Bosrox, Mass., June 28, 1911
Hon. Joax D, WORKS,
United Btates Senate Chamber,
Washington, D, C.

My Drir JUupGgE: Mr. Hapgood's article {s a tissue of misrepresenta-
tions, and misrepresentations that were knowingly made, For example,
I wrote a letter to Mr. Lesan, which he forwar to Hapgood, in which
I stated that I had devoted my entire time to literary work from 1889 ;
that I had not invested one dollar, directly or indirectly, in proprietary
medicines or in any other business matters outside of the publication
business ; that my position in regard to proprietary medicines and the
protection of the people from drogs and poisons had always been out-
spoken and on the side of genuine protection for the people, After one
year of inveatlgationajtrym¥ to find something in my record or history
that he could use to discredit me, he so signally fails that he singles out
a member of my family and seeks to discredit me through assailing that
member, although I have never had a particle of business relations with
that member since 1889 and that party has never been connected di-
rectly or indirectly with the National League for Medical Freedom.
The dragging of the name in was done, of course, to try to diseredit me.
In the same way he has tried to discredit Mr. Miller by innuendoes and
false implications. His attack on Mrs. Belais was one of the most
shameful and insulﬂnf characterizations possible, aimed against a wo«
man of remarkably clear mental vision, of strong moral convictions,
high minded, and in every way worthy of esteem. Of our entire ad-
yisory board Hapgood is able to find three persons that he claims have
been interested In or have defended proprietary medicines. Mr. Huhn is
connected with a proprietary medicine concern, but in that concern there
are over 2,000 members of the American Medical Association, the asso-
ciation that is pretending to be so desirous of driving out of business
proprietary medicines,

I am taking the liberty of inclosing to you a detailed statement in
regard to Collier’s article, which I have prepared. This is sent to you
hecause I thought you might like to have the data in case any ques-
tions should eome up relating to goints in this article. I have gome .
somewhat into the details in regard to what Hapgood stated about my
connection with my brother'’s company—a connection which he knew
ended in 1889, but which, in his paper, he stated extended to 1899, or
about 10 years after the campﬁ? d gone out of business. I have
also gone into considerable det in regard to other members of my
own family and my own literary work, ete. All this is offensive and
unpleasant to me. I had preferred not to mention anything about my
family relations or my own work, but sinee Collier's has attacked me on
account of one member of my family, I felt I was Pu.stiﬂed in referring
to other members of the family who have held large and honorable

‘| positions on both sides of the water, and I have mentioned mf own
f

work simply for the purpose of giving to you the opportunity, any
time, to refer to what I had done. The
cation, I think, you may find helpful to

B. 0. FLOWER.

attack was made upon me
other points in this comm

you.
Cordially, yours,

STATEMENT OF LEAGUE FOR MEDICAL FREEDOM IN ANSWER TO ARTICLE IN
COLLIER'S WEEKLY.

1. In the recent attack made by Collier’s on the National League
for Medical Freedom, thoughtful and intelligent readers can not fall to
be impressed with the fact that this journal makes no attempt to meet
the arguments or the position taken by the league and its representa-
tives; no attempt to comnsider whether the position taken is sound
reasonable, and in aceord with the spirit of democracy, the righttui
freedom of the people, and the best Interests of scientific advance.
This journal starts out with the assumption that the ever-changing
fads, theorles, and dogmas of the so-called regnlar school of medicine
are the infallible tru ainand that those who gquestion the right of
these would-be, self-appointed censors of gnblic health to secure com-
pulsory medication and the enactment of legislation inimical to the
rights of the citizen—legislation that would tend to prevent him from
employing the practitioner of his choice or which would compel him
to submit to treatments that he believes to be dangerous—are enemies
to the public weal; that their motives should be impugned and their
views misrepresented, and they should be made the victim of abusive
epithets. Instead of a free, candid, fair discussion of the merits of

e issues and ar ts involved, such as would be worthy of honor-
able journalism, publication chooses to attack individuals and sub-
stitute epithets and innuendoes for arguments. It Is no new thing to
find those who feel they can not meet arguments or su ¥ te
the position taken an antagonist, to resort to mud slinging. This
is precisely what Collier’s has done, and, in this instance, the attempt
is so pitifully weak that only by resorting to the subterfuges of tga
pettifogger could it hope to w_dust in the
careless and superficial readers. Here we find

of even its most
tements of facts
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and unwarranted inferences hand In hand with unjustifiable inter-
pretations and insulting epithéts, which the defenders of a bad cause
80 often rely on to enable them to ignore arguments and which they
hc&m may g0 discredit the opposition that its reasons and arguments
will not carry the weiﬁht that they merit. Let us examine the facts.

2. The editor of Collier's, before he penned his migleading article, had
in his possession the facts that the president of the league had, since
1889, or for more than 20 years, devoted his entire time to editorial and
literary work, and that during this time he had not invested one dollar
in any proprietary medicine or drug concern whatsoever, nor had he
recelved one dollar directly or indirectly from such source, and that no
relative or friend, so far as he knew, had directly or indirectly any
interest of any dmr{rtion in any proprietary medicine for sometime
prior to the organization of the National League for Medical Freedom
or since Its organization. These Tacts were placed in the hands of the
editor of Collier's so that he would not inadvertently make any falde
statements. Yet in the article in Collier's the statement is made that
the 5prr:sldmt of the leagne was an officer in a medical company from
1885 to 1809 It is a fact, which the president of the league has never
denied, that durf.ng the eighties of the last century he served for a time
as secretary to a brother who enjoyed a large medical practice, number-
ingl' among his patients a great many persons of prominence, such as
Col. Thomas A. Scott, Joseph Jefferson, the actor, and scores of other
prominent persons, who testified to the fact that under his treatment
they had received great benefits afier failing to receive benefits from
other physicians. urln%th}s period a company was organized to place
on the market a few of the remedies that had seemed to be particularly
effective in a great number of cases. At this time this brother also had
a sanitarium in Boston with a staff of able medical assistants. One of
these has since been a State examiner on the board of health in Massa-
chusetts, In 1880 the president of the league severed all business con-
nections with his brother and devoted his entire time to literary work,
and he was not in any way connected with the business, directly or
indirectly, after 1889, and not 1899, as stated by Colller's.

After a year's searching, to find something against the president of
the league that could be used in a mud-slinging campaign, the editor
confesses his weakness by denouncing another member of the president's
family, who never had any connection, directly or indirectly, with the
league, and with whom the president of the 1 e has had no business
connections for more than a score of years. o try to discredit one
man by attacking another member of his family may serve the purpose
of such a sheet as Collier's, that prefers epithets to arguments, but it is
not a method that will ap to fair-minded or reason-governed
persons.

If the editor had taken the trouble to investigate the family of the
president, he would have found that if one of its members had been dis-
credited in the public mind a great number of others had occupied Posl-
tions of honor and enjoyed the love and respect of millions of people.

The eldest brother of the president was, to the time of his death. one
of the leading pulpit orators and pastors in the Church of the Disciples,
or Christian Church—the church to which President Garfield belonged.
His father was, for more than 60 years, or to the time of his death at
the age of 84, an honored and successful minister in the Dlsclgle
Church, being one of the pioneers In that denomination and the founder
of scores of flourishing churches. A great-uncle of the president, Hd-
ward Fordham Flower, settled in Stratford-on-Avon, England. He was
several times elected mayor of Stratford. One of his sons, Charles, was
the chief promoter and contributor to the building of the famous
Shakespearean Memorial Theater, of Stratford. Another brother, Ed-
ward, gﬁi more than any other person to restore historie Stratford, to

reserve such historie buildings as the Ann Hathaway cottage, the
Birthplace of Shakespeare, ete. A third son was the celebrated English
sclentist, naturalist, and surgeon, Sir William H. Flower. 'He was the
author of over 300 published works, one of Queen Victoria’s surgeons,
and, for many years ;in-ior to his death, head of the department of natu-
ral 'i:.lstory og the British Museum. Sir Willlam H. Flower was one of
the principal contributors on natural-history subjeets to the ninth edi-
tion of the Enecyclopedia Britanniea, It was Barah Flower Adams, an-
other of the president’s ancestors, who penned the world-famous hymn,
“ Nearer, my God, to Thee.” These are but a few relatives of the presi-
dent of the league, who have justly won a commanding F]ace in publie
affection and esteem because they have been servants of progress and
civilization.

During the %nst 22 years the president of the league, besides being
the editor of the Arena and later of the Twentleth Century Magazine,
has written a number of Important volumes, embracing historical
works, social and economiec studies, biographies, and literary criticisms,
Most of these volumes have enjoyed large circulation in America, Eng-
land, and Australasia, and at least one of the works has been trans-
lated into German and published in Berlin. Among his leading cloth-
bound volumes are: The Century of Sir Thomas More, an historical
survey of the first centurf of modern times; How England Averted a
Revolution of Force, an historical study of the first 10 years of Queen
Victoria's relgn; Clvilization’s Inferno, or Studies in the Boclal Cellar;
The New Time, a plea for the union of the moral forces for prnct!mi

rogress ; Whittier: Prophet, Poet, and Man; Gerald Massey: Poet,
Bmphet. and Mystic; Lessons Learned from Other Lives, a book of
ghort biographical sketches; and Persons, Places, and Ideas, a volume
of literary and critical essays.

Here is & man who for 22 resrs has been in public life and has been
under the full glare of publ ici;.j aggreassively battling for political,
social, and economic justice, an {tor and autlor of distinction, a man
loved best by those who know him best, and universally respected by
those who are nc?uamted with his life, a man who, as the editor of
Colller’s knew Dbefore he wrote his article, had devoted the past 22
years of his life entlrels to literary work and the furtherance of fun-
damental democracy and economic advancement, and during this time
had not invested one dollar in proprietary medicines or received a
dollar from any proprietary or drug interest, and that he had not only
not advocated or defend Proprleta.ry medicines, but had advocated
legislation, as will be presently shown, that would compel every manu-
facturer of proprietary medicines to clearly label the exact contents of
his remedies; and this person is cited by Colller's as a leading officer
of the league to prove that the league is interested in and supporied
by the proprietary-medicine Interests. After months' or a year's inves-
tigation Collier's find it necessary to seek to discredit the president by
attacking a relative with whom the president has had no business con-
nectlons for more than a score of years. But this is not all,

The editor of Coellier's evidently felt it neoessag to convey the Iidea
that this man, who he knows had not for more than a score of years
fovested a dollar In any proprietary medicine or drug interest or re-
celved a dollar from an{ such interest, and who has no relations or
friends engaged in this business, was a defender of patent medicines,

else his claim would be so paiﬁably absurd as to render his journal
ridiculons in the eyes of think people. So what does he do? e
searches to find out some line in the president’s writings that might be
construed as in advocacy of proprietary medicines. He could not have -
failed to find that here, as elsewhere, the president had been outspoken
and fearless in the expression of his opinions, but he must also have
seen that his demands and sufgesﬁons for- safeguarding the people's
rights were the very thing that the proprietary medicine interests would
most strongly oppose if the medicines were, as the editor of Collier's
would have the people believe, composed of dangerous poisons or habit-
forming drugs or otherwise worthless compositions. Instead of daring
to copy any comprehensive statement of Mr. Flower on the subject o
gropr etary medicines, because he knew It wounld utterly discredit and
Isprove Collier's claims, this editor resorts to one of the most con-
temptible methods of misrepresentation that a sensational jonrnalist can
stoop to. He takes one sentence apart from the context and dismisscs
it as if It was one of many statements favorable to pro}:rletnry medicine
interests, Thus, he says: “ His vlews on patent medicines arve often ex-
pressed. For instance: ‘I think that a great majority of proprietary
medicines are infinitely less dnngerous to the public than the majority
of rigular doctors’ preseriptions.”” 1In ipn.-;zsing it may be observed that
Mr. Flower stands firmly on this position, holding that the great ma-
iorltv of proprietary medicines have been simple remedies that, in the
iands of successful family physicians, have seemed to work cures, and
that the Frent majority of men who to-day are under the influence of
opium, chloral, cocaine, and other habit-forming drugs have been brought
to their present condition through ghysiclana' rescriptions, and that the
ﬁercnt majority of dangerous medicines administered to the people have
en and are belng given by the regular profession.
« . The editor of Collier's spoke truly when he said the president’s
views are often expressed,” but he did not dare to give the public
those well-known views, simply beecause to do so would e his own
insineerity. For the benefit of the public, and to show how thoroughly
Collier's statement misrepresents the president’s position on this gues-
tion, we give below his unequivocal views in regard to patent medi-
cines and the rights of the people as published nearly a year ago, that
the readers may jodge for themselves:

“ DRUG COXSUMPTION AND THE PUBLIC.

“ Passing from the consideration of foods to that of drugs and medi-
cines, we find ourselves in the })resence of general charges, some of them
:ic:it wgrthy of special attention and others calling for serious con-

eration.

It is claimed that the people of the United States annnally spend
many millions of dollars for patent or proprietary medicines, and some
of our medical brethren have pointed out that this amount of money is
thus lost to the profession, They might even go much further and say
that the amount paid by the people would probably be far greater if
therg were forced to depend upon the doctors instead of the family
medicines, for a bottle of some slmJﬂe or family medicine frequently
prevents the family sending for a doetor for many common ailments
and thus incurring a bill many times greater than the cost of several
boitles of medicines.

“We hold no brief for the ]in-p rietary-medicine manufacturers, and
would heartily favor any legislation that would compel full pub‘]iclt_r
as to the nature and composition of the varioug medicines so popular
with the Feo&!e. dpmvided the same measure of wholesome publicity be
extended to the doctors’ prescriptions, for we believe the people have a
right to know what they take and that no class of vendors or pre-
scribers of foods or medicines should be immune.

“1It is true that not a few of the old and popular proprietary reme-
dies were originally favorite prem:rlgtions of family physicians enjoying
large practices. The medicines that were later put on the market had
seemed to be peculiarly efficacious, and the doctor or some drufglst sub-
sequently began their manufacture and sale to the public. In recent
years, since the craze for getting rich has become a national mania, a
number of new preparations, some of them sald to contain small quan-
tities of opium, chloral, cocaine, and other habit-forming drugs, have
been put on the market, and the charge is made that 'fn certain in-
stances the drugs contalned in these medicines might easily lead to
death through carelessness of the consumer, or in other instances there
is grave danger of brain and nerve destroying habits following the use
of the medicines. The first charge is far less serious than the second.
As a matter of fact, few manufacturers of proprietary medicines would
dare to take any risk with the careless general urc{aner of drugs by
Futtlng large quantities of any deadly %213011 in his {)remmuons, even

f snch’ drugs were not too expensive to used in such preparations,

* The charge that there are medicines on the market containlng suffi-
cient opium gome form, or cocaine or chloral, to lead to drug habits
on the part of innocent victims deserves serious consideration, for in
onr age of stress, business excitement, rush, and worry a large propor-
tion of our geo le have little reserve or resis{ini gower. and stimnu-
lents and habit- orminf drugs soon play havoe with thelr vietims. We
hold that under no ecircumstances whatever ghould any habit-forming
drug be dispensed without the consumer’s full knowledge as to what he
is taking, and If such drugs are to be dispensed in any way that
there should be legal requirements compelling every manufacturer of
any preparation containing any poison or habit-forming drug to put
a red label on every bottle or package, on which should be printed in

lain English the name of the drug and the amount of the same used
n the geregaratinn. This we believe to be a rightful protection that
should emanded, and a penalty should follow any attempt on the
art of manufacturers to deceive the consumer by failure thus to warn
m of the dangerous drugs contained in the preparations.

“IMPERATIVE NECESSITY OF PUBLICITY IN THE PRESCRIPTION OF ALL
HABIT-FORMING DRUGS.

“ But this lprotection does not go far enough.
chief capse of the alarming Increase in the drog habit among our geople.
We think it is guite safe to say that at least D0 per cent of the wie-
tims of o?lum, chloral, cocaine, and other brain and nerve-destroying
drugs contract these habits through prescriptions given b{ regular doe-
tors, and in a la number of cases the patlents are entirely lgnorant
of the nature of the drug that is administered or of the fact that they
are taking any babit-forming poison. When one thinks of the great
army of victims of opium, chloral, and cocaine, whose lives have been
wrecked and who are dragging out a living death, who were innocently
introduced to these enslaving drugs by physiclans, he realizes the im-
perative need for prompt legislation compelling every physician who
i)nrescrihes these medicines to write the prescription in plain English,

red Ink, as red, being the poison color, woul llelP warn the patient
of lurking danger in %he prescription.  This legal regulation would
glve the patient a needed protection. Then, If he desired to take the
risk, he could do so, but it wuulddglve him the chance to escape what
in thousands and tens of thousands of cases has proved a fatal curse

It entirely ignores the
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innocently contracted by the taking of medicines about the composi-
tion of which he was ignorant,

“1Vill the political doctors, who have been so loudly clamoring for
the protection of the people from proprietary medicines supposed to con-
tain minunte proportions of some habltlfarmlnF drug, join us in de-
manding that the people be made acquainted with the presence of such
gg%a _}n all preparations and In all prescriptions which go Into their

57

“That in the great majority of cases where persons have contracted
the drug habit they first acquired a taste for 'Bgison from doctors
prescriptions, will not, we imagine, be guestioned. That the people have
a right to know of their peril before running the risk of coming under
the influence of oplum and other subtle poisons is evident. Hence, if
the solicitations of our medical brethren for protection of the * dear
people " are sincere, they certainly will unite in this demand to afford

enline protectlon without vicious class distinetlon. If they are honest
n_their pretensions and realize the magnitude of the curse, they will
join in urging that the chief source of this evil, no less than minor
sources, be brought under such lefsl provisions as will give the ple
at leest protective knowledge. f, on the other hand, the political
doctors are merely bent on Imilding up a great nation-wide Medical
Trust or monopoly, and are using this plea as the advocates of special
legislation among the physicians in the various States have been wont
to use similar pleas when seeking restrictive legislation, they will oppose
this genuine altltem t to protect the people. And we confess that we
have small hope |:nt‘1 the aid of the drug-dispensing political doctors in
thiz important crusade, and one \‘.hin% that makes us doubt is their
actlon wlen an opportunity similar to the above was given them in the
Btate of lowa. here a measure was introduced ﬁmvidiug for the use
of red labels on certain proprietary medicines. e second viee presi-
dent of the National Iaengiua for Medical Freedom, Hon. Charles W.
Miller, a member of the legislature, while approving the legislation
rovided it be made general and not class in character, and provided it

80 shay as to afford real protection for the people, amended the
proposed bill by pmvld]ntf that physiclans who dispensed oplum, ehloral,
and similar drugs should write their preseriptions in plain English, in
red ink. This simple and thurou;}hly f)mper amendment created con-
sternation in the camp of the political doctors, and every effort was
made to have the amendment stricken out. Faliling in this, the bill
was defeated.

“ (Mlearly, if the protection of the people Is the purpose of our law-
makers, and not the randizement of a great privilege-seeking eclass,
the laws enacted must go comprehensive as to include In their scope
the class chiefly responsible for the evils against which the citizen is
to be warned, as in the case of habit-forming drugs.

“ Nothing is more viclous than class legislation or legisiation that
El!ves gpecial advantage to a class or classes. Indeed, now as never

fore }s it vitally important to secrutinize all legislation k&mpused. to
gee if there is not behind it some great special interest seeking power or
financial advantage as a result of the proposed laws or enactments.
Never has there been a time when It was so imperatively necessary to
carefully frame laws so as to prevent any class, %mfesston, gsect, or
Foup of peogle from galninti a position that might enable them to
nfringe on the rights of the individual through legislative warrant or
bureaucratic rulings.” )

We venture the prediction that a«law passed for the genunine protec-
tion of the people, such as Mr. Flower advocates above, would do more
to protect the people from the da.nc{;er of the drug habit and to defend
and protect them from being made the victims of deception on the
part of prolirietary medicine, manafactorers or doctors, than all the
class medical legislation that the monnml{-seeking doctors have secured
during the past 50 years, but such legislation would not promote the
monopoly the political doctors are seeking, and wounld protect the peo-
ple from dangerous prescriptions as well as guestionable medicines that
may be put upon the market, It wounld important and genuine
protective legislation in so far as the people are concerned, and it
would not be class legislation In the Interest of the increased power
and wealth for BState-protected or privileged doctors. Hence such
legislation would be opposed by the political doctors just as it was
opposed by them when offered by the Hon. Charles Y. Miller in the
Towa Legislature.

3. Next we come fo motice the attack by insinuation on the Hon.
Ch:}rll[]»s W. Miller, second vice president of the leagne. This attack is
as follows:

* Charles W. Miller, second vice president of the league, was also one
of the founders. In his newspaper, which publishes patent-medicine ad-
vertising, he has constantly fought the medical profession. ZLast year
one of his addresses against what he called ' & doctors' trust' was de-
livered to the Dairy Association of Baltimore. We may say in passing
that Collier's does not believe in freedom to sell tuberculosis milk any
more than it does to sell toberculosis meat.”

Mr. Miller has for years been the Democratic leader of the Towa
Legislature, and was formerly State chairman of the Democratic Party.
His position shows the confidence of his own mneighbors and of his
party in his intelligence and uprightness. He owneéd until lately a

* county mewspaper, and it is probable that be published proprietary
medicine advertisements in his columns, as does almost every strug-
gling county newspaper in the land, Mr., Miller has opposed the a’i
fempts of the doctors to blacklist other physicians in the interest of
the doctors’ monopoly or union. He opposed the attempt to raise the
fee scale that would take vast sums from the pockets of the struggling
farmers and working men and women unfortunate enough to be sick,
and he tried to secure legislation that would compel the doctors to
write their prescriptions which contained deadly poisons and habit-
forming drugs in plain English and in red ink, so that their patients
might enjoy at least measurable protection against drugs that might
easily enslave them or injure their constifutions. All these things,
which right-minded people will heartily applaud, were doubtless griev-
ous offenses in the eyes of Drs. Simmons, McCormack, and Reed, the
three master spirits in building up the politico-medical machine of the
American Medical Associntion, and also in the eyes of Collier’s, which
appears to hold a brief for this association. Again, It is doultless
true, as Collier's poinis out, that Mr. Miller appeared before a dairy
association, just as he has appeared before the congressional committee
and has appeared before various other public bodies, to protest against
the monopoly-seeking legisiation of the American Mediecal Association.
To point out the trust character of the legislation sought by the po-
litieal doctors may be a serious offense in the eyes of Collier's, but it
i{# not likely to Iimpress any unbinsed or fair-minded {)erson as being
other than a 'Perfectly proper proceeding, provided hls position was
well taken and his argument convineing, and all persons who have
listened to Mr. Miller's arguments or read his addresses will, we think,
be impressed with the fact that he has clearly established his claims,
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and it will be observed that Collier's very carefully refrains from giving
Mr. Miller's arguments. We venture to say that if they had published
the address in full ninety-nine out of ever]v hundred unbi readers
of that publication would have unhesitating i’ declared that the member
of the Towa Legislature had thorongﬂy maintained his contention.

4. Next we come to Colller's attack on Mrs. Diana Belais. Per-
haps nothing in this whole disereditable and shameless exhibition of
the Collier brand of journalism is more characteristic or more calcu-
}steid to arouse the contempt of all right-minded people than the fol-
owing :

=] gfrs. Diana Belais, a director and also a founder, has a{npeared -
fore in this paper as president of an antiexperiment soecle y—a well-
meanlngﬁebut ignorant. reckless, and muddle-headed agitator.”

Mrs, lais the president of the New York State Anti-Vivisection
Society. She is a clear-visioned, logical, and intellectually brilliant
woman, whose en!j%htened conscience revolts against the horrible suf-
ferings imposed by the vivisectors on helpless dumb animals, With hep
stand such distinetly great sclentifie E‘hysicians as Dr. Edward Berdce,
M. R. C. 8. (England) and L. R, C. P. (Edinburgh), one of England's
greatest physicians, medical authors, and scientific investigators, and
other physicians of international reputation.

Mrs, Belais’s offense in the eyes of Collier's is that she has dared
to oppose what thousands of the most enlightened of our people hold
to be brutal, unnecessary, and dehumsulzin% cruelty practiced on
dumb animals. The doctors wish a free hand in their reckless experi-
mentation, and Collier’s, in lien of arguments to oppose Mrs. Belais's
strong and reason-compelling pleas, resorts to abusive epithets against
a high-minded, cultured, and thoroughly ecivilized woman, glibly char-
ncterlglng her as * ignorant, reckless, and muddle-headed.”

Last summer Mrs. Belais delivered an address before the Intferstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee of the House of Hepresentatives in
Washington that was strong, clearly reasoned, and logical—an address
which called forth a number of expressions of sincere admiration from
those present, some of whom were not in sympathy with the league in
its position, But because Mrs. Belais intelligentiy and ably opposes
cruel experimentation on helpless animals, she is denounced as “ igno-
rant, reckless, and muddle-headed” by this modern chamglon of
monopoly-seeking doctors and twentieth century example of the chiy-
alry of the press.

We confess we are snrprised that W. R. Brown, first vice president of
the league and manager of the Brown-Ketcham Co., one of the great
steel constructing coneerns of this country, escaped criticism, for is it
not possible that some of the buildings erected by this company may
to-day house druggists who make or at least sell proprietary medicines?
Then there is Dr. Lewis Pinkerton Crutcher, registrar and professor of
materia medica in the Hahnemann Medical College, of Kansas City, Mo.,
one of the ablest educators, authors, and physicians in the homeopathic
school ; Dr. Harry C. Chiles, one of the leading osteopaths of the land.
Both these men are representative and influential members in their
schools of practice and are active directors in the league, and, as
Collier's must know, would not actively associate with any organization
that was promoted by the proprietary medicine interests or those who
opposed pure-food legislation. Then there is Col. Frederick C. Bangs,
another active director, who is a prominent attorney in Chicago. Is it
possible that Collier's sleuths have been unable to discover some instance
where Col. Bangs may have been consulted by a druggist or some person
who makes or sells proprietary medicines?

5. 8o much for the active officers of the league. Next Colller's attacks
the personnel of the advisory board of the league. Out of 200 members
of this board the editor of Collier’s has been able to discover but 3
persong who either at some time were interested in proprietary medi-
cine interests or who have defended the J’roprietary medleine Interests
against the champions of the ethieal remedies, many of which are deadly
oisons, but which are approved by the American Medical Association,
Ie finds that 8. C. Carr, the editor of the Columbus Medleal Journal,
was at one time interested in a proprietary medical concern; that
George P. Englehard, editor of the Medical Standard, has defended
Rropriet medicine interests; and that Charles Huhn, president of the
vational Association of Retall Druggists, is an officer in a cooperative
proprietary medieal concern. After a year Collier's sleuths have
actually found 2 persons out of 200 who are or have been connected
with proprietary medicine interests or who have had the temerity to
say a good word for these medicines, and all this is advanced to prove
that the Natlonal League for Medical Freedom is, to use the elegant
language of this 1;ournat of civilization, “ a bad bunch,” and that it is
opposed to pure-food legislation and an upholder of Propriemry medi-
cine interests, Collier's very wisely refrains from calling attention to
the advisory board of the league as a whole, as its list contains as
notable o company of strong, fine, ublic~sgh'lted men and women as we
think have ever appeared on an advisory board of any organization.

A few typical names on this list will show why Collier’s does not care
to mention the personnel of the advisory board, Among the distin-
gnished physicians are: Dr. Willlam E. Leonard, for 19 j’enrs gmfesaor
of materla medica in the University of Minnesota; Dr. A. ¥. Stephens,
one of the leading physicians, educators, and authors of the eclectic
school of medicine; Dr, W. A. Dewey, editor of the Medical Century, one
of the largest homeopathic journals published ; Dr. Joseph D. Harrigan.
New York City, a prominent homeopathie Jhyaleinn; Dr. John Perrins,
vice president of the National Eclectic Medical Association; Dr. George
W. Thompson, president of the faculty of the Eclectic College of New
York; Dr. Clande E. Laws, president of the Arkansas State Eclectic
Board of Medical Examiners; Edmund Vance Cook, author and lecturer;
Charles Major, the popular author; William Ordway Partridge, the
eminent senlptor; Orison 8, Marden, editor of Success; Mrs. Clara
Barton : Mrs. John Logan; Mrs, George T. Oliver; May Wright Sewall:
ex-United States Senator William V. Allen; Willlam 1. Baldwin, presi-
dent qf the Otis Elevator Co., of New York City ; Col. Robert C. Clowry,
ex-president of the Western Union Telegraph (’:o.; Benage 8, Joselin,
resident of the Portland Railway, Light & Power Co.; and Edwin T.

arl, publisher of the Los Angeles Express. These names are typical
representatives of the advisory board and the membership of the Na-
tional League for Medieal Freedom—the league which Collier's would
have its credulous readers believe is the enemy of the public weal.

Evidently fearinf the loss of subscriptions from Christian Scientists,
Collier's throws this sop to them: “ FFew mere observers rate the bene-
fits that Christian Science has brought the community more highly than
we do. And yet the fact remains, and none know this fact better
than Collier's, that the American Medical Association, whose prof'mm
is so enthusiastically indorsed by Collier's, through its State societies
has been seeking and is seeking tirelessly to secure legislation that
would prevent Christian Scientists from practicinf. and thus deprive
tens and hundreds of thousands of intelligent American people from the

[
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enjoyment of this treatment when they
the present time in the clity in which Collier's ma
New York Medical Society, a component part of the State society,
which in turn is an integral part of the American Medieal ation,
is trying through the courts to harass Christian Secience practitioners
under legislation which the doctors claimed when it was passed would
not interfere with sueh practice,

6. The league has consistently from the beginning addressed itself to
appedls to the reason of the publie b{ nrﬁuments and citations of facts
to maintain its position. It has held that certain great vital issues
are at stake, issues vital to the most sacred rights the geop!e. and
also to the cause of sound scientific advancement, and it has chosen
fo advance arguments rather than to indulge in abusive epithets. It
has refused to engage in a mud-slingi camdpalg-n and has only asked
that the issues Involved be fairly met and freely discussed, but in
passing it may be pardoned for ventur an observation as a possibie
explanation for the actlvity of Collier's in its militant championing of
the American Medical Association and the political doctors.

Bome edycn.rs n%: when Collier's was preparing to attack the proprie-
tary medicines its canvassers were sent to the doctors with special in-
ducements to subseribe. A well-known physician thus describes the
methods of the canvasséer who approached him: After extolling Col-
Her's and showing a book premium that made the ma @ practically
a free gift or the book a free gift if the doctor would consent to take
Collier's—we do not remember now which way the matter was put by
the canvasser—he next proceeded to enlarge on the fact that the
American people were paying out millions of dollars every year for
Rroprtetary medicines t ought to go into the pockets of the doctors.

ow, he explained Collier’s proposed to make a great campajgn against
the proprietery medicines, and this would lmt‘ru'::tlﬂl greatly increase
the revenues of the doctors. Therefore the doctors should sopport Col-
lier's. This was the substance of the eanvasser's song, and doubtless
through this method Collier's received a great number of physicians as
subseribers. Naturally enough they desire to retain this cllentele, and
there is nothing discreditable about their desire to do so, even by oﬁpoalng
the league, provided that in doing so they employ honorable methods o
argument Instead of resorting to a mudslinging attack marked by
vituperations, abusive epithets, and unjustifiable inuendos. Had the
league desired to turn aside from its campaign addressed to the reason
and sense of fairness of the ple and marked by arguments, historieal
facts, and leg(ﬁnwte conclusions to a eriticism of the personnel of the
master spirits of the oppesition, it could have easily dwelt at length

desire its adminlstration. At
ine is published

on the ging and unrefuted charges that have been advanced
against a number of those who have been chiefi nsible for build-
lllt:% up the political machine of the American Lfédlmo Association, but

striven to hold to principles, and not cloud its issues by iniect-
ing personalities into its campalgé feeling that its cause was jnst,
righteons, and in the interests of cause of scientific advance no less
than of the people’s rights.

SCOPE AND PURPOSE OF THE BILL.

Mr. President, I now come to a consideration of the scope of
the bill itself as it is presented. In order to show what the po-
sition and understanding of the Senator from Oklahoma, the
author of the bill, is, I desire to read a few words from what
he said before the Senate committee having a similar bill under
consideration:
= e%c;u?ator OWEN. Mr. Chairman, may I be permiited to make a state-

The CramMmay. Certainly.

Senator OweN. I wish to say that the only important point in this
bill is the coordination of the frlnc! al health agencies of the Govern-
ment; the detail of It is a matfer that i3 immaterial. The only ques-
tion of importance is—and the only question upon which I personall
desire to have the evidence is—the desirability of a de rtment wi
a seat in the Cabinet. I do not care g e details. If
the committee determines on a department then the details could be
arranged, but the time is very sho

I also want in this connection to include in my remarks a
short extract from an address of H. L. Gordon before the com-
mittee having the matter under consideration, setting out in a
very brief way the objections to the bill. It is as follows:

AT THE MERCY OF OFFICIALS.

If you place in the hands of these men a power which has no limita-
tions or restrictions, as I have said before, and which does not attempt
to designate where or when or how an investigation as to some par-
ticular sickness or disease shall be made, if you give him the authority
which the language of this bill unguestionabl ves him, to determine
for himself the necessity of such an investi on, and to act In accord-
anee with that determination, even though the person aflicted with the
disease which is to be invesﬂsated may have not even a remote con-
nection with Interstate commerce, you place the cluzenxt%? of this
country absolutely at the mercy of the men who are connec with the
Public Health Bervice.

Of course, it might be sald that an individual under those cirenm-
stances counld have rellef by objecting to the authority of these people,
and by resorting to the courts for an enforcement of his personal and
indlvlgtml rights. But, gentlemen of the commitiee, it must not be
forgotten that the great respect which the citizenship of this coun
has for every and everfvbody which bears the badge or acts wit
the authority of the Federal Government would prevent and make im-
possible in most cases the quesﬂaulmi of the anthority with which these
men would be clothed nnder this bill.

And it must not be further !ar%utten that this bill provides no# only
for the study and investigation of diseases of man, but it ** authorizes
the study and investigation of the conditlons influencing the propaga-
tlon and spread thereof,” and that therefore It is not putting the case
too strongly when we suggest that this not only authorizes the Invasion
of the homes of this country for the puw of investigating some
rticular sickness or disease t may exist there, but it authorizes
he invasion of those homes for the further Enrpose of Investigating
the conditions that surround them, to enable the particnlar representa-
tive of the Public Health Service who may be making the Investigation
to determine from his standpoint and according to the teachings of his
school of medicine what the cause of that disease might be.

4 MONOPOLY THE AIM.
But there is one fact which, it seems to me, plays a very important

part in determining whether or not such a power as this shoul

given te the Public Health Service,

d be
It is a fact, as I am informed, and

it Is a_fact that should have great welght with this committee and with
every Member of the National Congress in consider! 1 tion of thisg
kind, that the men in whose hands the powers delegated by this bill are
put all belong to one school of medicine. And it does not change the
situation, nor does it weaken the effect of the argument in opposition
to this bill, that this particular school of medlcine is the one uponm
which I eall, or upon which you call, when we belleve medical assistance
to be necessary for ourselves or our families,

Indeed I have no hesitancy in stating to this committes that the men
who represent the Federal Government in its health activities are all
from the school of medicine which I always employ when I feel the
necessity of calling upon anyone becausc of the imgaired health of my-
self or my family. DBut because of my relntions with these men it does
not chauge the situation with reference to my attitude toward legzisla-
tion of this kind. Indeed I might say to this committee that the very
man who is my family physician and adviser i{s one of the leading lights
in the organization which is back of and ;i;omcﬁung all this sort of
legislation, but I recognize the fact that in his activity he is only push-
ing forward the interest of himself and those whom he represents, which
interests are not such as should influence this committee or the Con-
gress of the United States in carrying out their wishes,

The fact Is, gentlemen of the committee, that if the public health

service is g!ven the lpower which this particular provision of this bill
would confer upon it, this lar school of medicine, which filla
every position under the health activities of this Government, would be

enabled, through the power and money of the Federal Government, to
disseminate its views as to the causes of disease and as to the remedies
which shounld be adopted by the citizenship of this country, to the ex-
clusfon of all the other opinions and remedies of the many other schools
of medicine in this country.

In Ohio the advisory bosrd, which acts for and represents the people
for whom 1 appear in this case, is composed of onc of the most promi-
nent and influential homeopathie physicians in the city of Cincinnati;
of the leader of the school of osteopathy in that elty; of a lawyer, w
like myself, still follows and believes in the teachings of the school o
medicine which controls the activities of the health interests in the
Federal Government. These men are active in this movement nat be-
cause me{ are opposed to the protection of the health of thfu:eop!r-. not
because they are prejudiced against any pariicular school medicine,
but becanse they are opposed to the ral Government placing in the
hands of one particular school of medicine the funds and the activities
of this Government, by which the ideas and the conclusions of that par-
ticular school may be disseminated and scattered broadeast among the
people of this country at the expense of the Federal Government.

BASIS OF OBJECTION.

That is why, Afr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the
homeopath and the osteopath and the eclectic physiclans all unite in this
protest against this sort of ! lation and call upon you to consider
their interests as well as the interests of those men who already control
and fill the various tions under the Federal Government which are
created under the Public Health and Marine-Hospital Bervice.

Now, I call attention to the provisions of the bill which seem
to me to be important in this connection; and on the first page,
commencing with line 5, is this clause:

And the provisions of title 4 of the Revised Btatutes, including all
amendments thereto, are hereby made applicable to sald department.

Now, that, on the face of it, is a very innocent reference. One
would hardly realize, I think, all that it means. In order that
Senators may understand just what is brought into this bill
by that reference I desire very briefly to call attention to title
4 of the Revised Statuntes, made a part of the bill.

Section 158, found on page 26 of the Revised Statutes, is as
follows:

The provisions of this title shall apply to the following executive
departments :

Then the departments are enumerated, and, of course, if thisg
bill were adopted it would add one more to the number of de-
partments. Then follows this section:

Each head of a department is entitled to a salary of $10,000 a year,
to be paid monthly., * * *

Also:

Sec. 161. The head of each department is authorized to prescriba
regulations, not inconsistent with law, for the government of his de-
partment, the conduct of its officers and clerks, the distribution and
Erformance of its business, and the custody, use, and preservation of

e records, papers, and property appertaining to It.

Now, Mr, President, that provision brought into this bill by
referenca in that way gives the head of this department abso-
lute and unlimited power to determine just what shall be done
by him in earrying out the purposes of the bill, unless it be in
violation of law. Therefore I say that except as to the re-
straints of the law that are thrown about every public official
the power of the head of this department will be absolutely
unlimited. When we come to consider the bill itself we find
that its provisions are equally broad and unlimited in theip
terms.

Section 3 of the bill provides— ‘

That it be the province and duty of the department of health to foster
and promote all matters pertaining to the conservation and improvement
of the public health and to collect and disseminate information relating
thereto.

Language could hardly be broader and more unlimited tham
that. It gives him absolute power to control the situation—

Provided, That this act shall not be construed as attempting to au-

orize the department of health to exereise, or atitempt to
%thnnt express invitation from the chief executive OLP other prop
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authority of the State, any funetion helot;ﬁlnx exclusively to such State,
or o enter any premises in any State without the consent of the owner
or occupant thereof.

I desire to call the particular attention of the Senator from
Oklahoma to that language. It has been stated here that the
purpose was fo prevent the entrance into any family or any home
under the provisions of this bill. But the Senator from Okla-
homa will see that this provision in the bill only applies to
residents of the States and does not limit the power in the
glightest degree on the part of the head of this department or
of any of his officess or employees to enter the home of any
family in territory under Federal jurisdiction—for example, in
the Distriet of Columbia—at his will. There is no restraint
whatever upon him.

I think you will find that right here in the city of Washing-
ton there are hundreds of Christian Scientists who do not be-
lieve in the administration of drugs as a remedy. They do not
believe in the practice as it is carried on by regular physicians,
and they would dislike exceedingly to have their homes entered
for any such purpose as that; and yet under this bill as it is
drawn that power does exist, and there is no limitation of the
power.

Now, I come to that clause in the bill that was referred to by
the Senator from Oklahoma awhile ago with respect to the
attempt in the bill to prevent any interference with the prac-
tice of healing on the part of any other than the regular schools
of medicine. I think the Senator from Oklahoma has overesti-
mated the effect of that eclause in the bill. It does not provide
in terms or in any other way that there shall be no discrimina-
tion between different schools of medicine or different methods
of healing, It simply provides that the department of health
shall recognize no so-called school or system of medicine. I do
not know exactly what the Senator understands by the use of
the word * recognized.” According to that there could be no
recognition of any school of medicine. But it does exclude
everybody else except those of schools of medicine, as the Sena-
tor will see. Whether that was his intention or not. I do not
know. But certainly it does, as in case of almost every piece
of legislation that Is attempted to be passed in Congress or
elsewhere, absolutely exclude Christian Scientists from any
protection by the provisions of the bill.

Does the Senator from Oklahoma desire now to ask any ques-
tions in respect to it? I declined to be interrupted before, I
meant no discourtesy to the Senator, as I think he will under-
stand.

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I started to interrnpt the Sen-
ator when he was making his argument, but, feeling that it

“would, perhaps, interfere with the coherency of his presenta-
tion, I did not do so.

The bill was drawn deliberately and intentionally to prevent
any diserimination against Christinn Science, osteopathy, or
any other school of medicine or of healing; and I thought the
Senator, when he was criticizing the bill as establishing a de-
partment of medicine in conirol of one school or another school,
had possibly overlooked the language of section 3. For that rea-
gon I asked him whether or not he understood that the bill
intended to discriminate in favor of one school or another school
or to recognize one school or another school,

Mr. WORKS. I may say to the Senator with respect to that
matter that I do not believe the bill was intended on its face,
or does upon its face, discriminate in favor of any school of
medicine. But I desire to show, and will now proceed to do so,
that such would be the effect of it, whether it is the intention
of the Senator from Oklahoma in this bill to bring about that
result or not. For this simple reason: Taking the medical
bureaus as they exist at this time, you will be unable to find
in any single one of them any medical practitioner who is not
of the regular school of medicine.

Mr. OWEN. I should like to ask the Senator, if it will not
interrupt him, whether or not this bill can be perfected by the
use of any words whatever so as to accomplish the purpose of
safeguarding the public health without promoting any particu-
lar school of medicine or so as to avoid the objection he makes.

Mr, WORKS. Well, I think that is very doubtful. It might
be possible. The trouble about it is, I will say to the Senator
from Oklahoma, that you must have a head to an organization
of this sort. It may be of the regular school; it may be of
the homeopathic school; whatever the head of the bureau or
department may be, he is entitled to make such regulations as
he pleases with respect to the conduct of the bureau or depart-
ment. Now, if he makes such rules and regulations as will
exclude all but one school of medicine, what can be done by
legislation to prevent that result?

It does not make any difference whether it is of the regular
school or some other school. I have just as much objection to
the domination of a Government organization of this kind by
one school of medicine as another. I would have just as much
objection, and it would be just as objectionable, however I may
feel with respect to that matter, to have it dominated and con-
trolled by Christian Scientists, even if I believed that that
would be better for the people of this country, because I think
it is unjust. But how we are going to have any legislation of
this kind without placing in the head of the department the
control of all these things I am unable to see.

Now, if the Senator from Oklahoma is skillful enough to
provide a law that will avoid any such thing as that, it would
remove many of the objectionable features of the bill, I am
frank to say to him.

ALL BUT ONE SCHOOL OF MEDICINE EXCLUDED.

In order to verify what I have said with respect to the phy-
sicians and surgeons now in the employ of the Government, I
desire to insert as a part of my remarks letters and memoranda
which I have received from the different departments of the
Government having to do with the medieal branch of the sery-
ice. First is a letter from the Superintendent of the Govern-
ment Hospital for the Insane, in which he gives the number of
the medical employees, and in which he states in terms:
cg n‘iny say that all of the physicians in the hospital ate of the regular
school.

The letter and accompanying memerandum are as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
GOVERNMENT HOSPITAL FOR THE INSANE,
Washington, D. C., May 8, 1911.
Hon. Joax D. Works

United Stales Senate, Washington, D. C.

My Desr Sir: I have your letter of the 6th instant making certain
inquiries in regard to the number of pecple employed in this hospital in
the care of the Insane. In reE!y I inclose a tabulated statement which
was gotten up in March, 1910, for the information of Senator OWwexN,
who then had a bill before the Senate for the establishment of a depart-
ment of health, and who requested the different departments to give this
scrt of information. This table is approximately true at the present
time, I may say that all of the physicians in the hospital are of the
regular school. :

I shall be very glad te give you any additional information you may
re.

desire.
Respectfully, Wi, A, WaHITE, Superintendent.
[Inclosure.]

Employees of the Govem:e}_mut Hospital for the Male, | Femsls, | Total,

Physicians and medical employees. ... .............. 20 4 AU
Ward serviee (supervisors, niirses, sttendants, ete.).. 236 96 332
The number of other exgloyees necessary to prop-
erly conduet the work of the Institution, not
included in the above list. .......couivieiaeiian. n 160 430
LT3 o R et N T T e e PR e o Y 1 e 786

I submit also the memorandum furnished me from the Sur-
geon General of the Army showing the number of physicians
and employees in the Medical Department of the Army, and also
that all of them are of the regular school:

WAR DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE OF THE SURGEON GEXERAT,
Washingion, May 10, 1911,
Memorandum for the honorable the Secretary of War,
There are in the employ of the Medical Department of the Army—

Regular medical offieers ——— 384
Medical Reserve Corps officers e 135
Contract surg 14

5383

All of these are graduates of the regular school.
GE0. H. TORXEY,
Burgeon General United States Arimy.
Then, from the Secretary of the Navy, who says:
- DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY,
UFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washinglon, May 9, 1911,
My Deir BexaToRr: Your letter of the 6th instant reached me yester-
day and, in reply, I write to inform you that there are at present 304
members of the regnlar Medical Corps of the Navy and 6 acting as-
sistant Bursietms appointed for temporary service. I regret that it is
impracticable to inform you as to the number of representatives from
the various schools of medicines, as this is not a matter of record.
Candidates for the Medical Corps are required to pass satisfactorily
a practical examination in the usual branches of medicine and sur-
gery, and they must also have a good, general preliminary education.

Faithfully, yours,
Geo. voN L. MEYER.

Hon. Jorx D. Works,
United States Senate, Washington, D. O.

Mr. OWEN rose.
Mr. WORKS. Just one moment. While the letter does not
disclose the fact, I think I can say with perfect assurance that

dei e e L e e B
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all of the medical employees in that department are like the
others, of the regular school of medicine, Does the Senator
from Oklahoma know of anything to the contrary?

Mr. OWEN. I simply rose to ask the Senator whether he
thought those who are employed in the Army and Navy should
not have taken such courses of instruction as are available in
the couniry, and if it is to be regarded as a discredit that they
should have graduated in such schools of medicine as we have
in this country?

Mr. WORKS. Not in the least. I am not criticizing them
because they have been graduated from any school of medi-
cine, I am not criticizing in the least their competency or efii-
ciency in the service. It is not that. It may be, and I presnme
it is, a faet that the surgeons and assistant surgeons and
various medical employees are perfectly efficient in the service
to which they belong. I am not intending to criticize them. I
am simply calling attention to the fact that all of them are of
a particular school of medicine, whether good or bad, and
therefore the natural result of organizing a department of this
kind would be to bring about exactly the same resulf with re-
gpect to the employees under that department.

AMr. OWEN. I should like to ask the Senator if it is not a
fact that all of the employees of the Government at present
engaged would come within the scope of his criticism?

Mr. WORKS. I desire to say, and I think I said awhile
ago, and I do not think the Senator from Oklahoma could
have misunderstood me, that my remarks are not intended in
any sense to be a criticism.

Mr, OWEN. Well, then, subject to the comment of the Sena-
tor that they are graduates of regular schools.

Mr. WORKS. That is no discredit to them, I will say to the
Senator. I am not pressing it as in any way discreditable to
them.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FrercHER in the chair).
Eoeﬁ?the Senator from California yield to the Senafor from
Jta

Mr. WORKS. Certainly.

My, SMOOT. Does the Senator know whether a gradmate of
the homeopathic school could be to-day employed in the Navy
or the Army of the United States? In other words, are the
requirements of the Army and Navy such that a graduate of
that particular school can enter either branch? Does the Sena-
tor know?

Mr, WORKS. I do not.

Mr. OWEN. I would respond to that by saying that regard-
less of whether a man is a graduate or not, as I understand
the practice of the service, it is to subject the individual to a
personal examination as to the extent of his knowledge to de-
termine whether or not he is fitted by his training to serve the
public in this way.

Mr. SMOOT rose,

Mr, WORKS. Mr. President, just a moment, If that exami-
nation were made by a board of examiners consisting alone of
regular physicians, I apprehend that nobody could pass the ex-
amination except one who could qualify as a regular physician,

Mr, SMOOT. That is what I was going to suggest.

Mr, WORKS. That I understood to be the condition, but
when the Senator from Utah asks me whether I know that to
be so, I do not.

Mr. OWEN, I should like to suggest to the Senator from
California that the character of the examination could be easily
framed so that the examination is by number, without disclos-
ing the identity of the applicant at all; and that ought to be
the rule in making the examinations.

Mr. WORKS. I do not know that that would help the situa-
tion, but I understand that is not so at the present time.

Mr. OWEN. I do not know whether it is true or not at the
present time. Who does assert that it is not true?

Mr. WORKS. I do not. I say I do not know that it is true
at the present time,

Mr, OWEN. Does anyone assert it is not frue?

Mr. WORKS. No, sir. I do not profess to know anything
about it. If I were asked my opinion about it, I would say
that my opinion is that nothing of that kind exists; but I do
not Enow it.

Mr. President, in closing I want to call attention to a deci-
gion of the Supreme Court of the United States in the case of
American School of Magnetic Healing against MecAnnulty, in
which the question rose as to theright of the Postmaster General
to exclude from the mails certain advertisements by one who was
claiming to be a magnetic healer and advertising his business.
The question arose whether the Postmaster General had any
right to determine that question, and whether he could on his
own belief of what was right or what was wrong with respect

to the healing of disease say that this thing or that thing should
i)e excluded from the mails as fraudulent and in violation of
aw.

I am not saying this because I believe in the mode of healing
that is carried on by magnetic healers, for I do not; but their
rights are just like those of any American citizen so long as
they are not violating the law in any way; and the principle
upon which the Supreme Court acted in that matter is quite
important as bearing upon the powers that might be given to
the head of this department.

The Supreme Court say, on pages 103 to 106 of volume 187
of the United States Supreme Court decisions:

There can be no doubt that the influence of the mind uPou the physieal
condition of the body is very powerful, not only to alleviate but even
to ald very largely In the cure of an illness from which the body may
suffer. And it is said that nature may itself frequently, if not gen-
erally, heal the ills of the body without recourse to medlc{ne, and t
it can not be doubted that in numerous cases nature, when left to itself,
does sncceed in euring many bodily ills. How far these claims are
borne out by actual experience mnly matter of opinion. Just exactly
to what nt the mental condition affects the body no one ean necu-
rately and definitely say. One person may belleve it of far greater
efficacy than another, but surely it can not be sald that it is a fraud
for one person to contend that the mind has an effect u the bodf and
its physlcal condition greater than even a vast major t{ of intelligeat
people might be Wllllnﬁ to admit or believe. Even intelligent people
may, and indeed do, differ among themselves as to the extent of this
mental effect. Because the complainants might or did elaim to be able
to effect cures by reason of working upon and affecting the mental
powers of the individual and directing them toward the accomplishment
of a cure of the disease under which he might be snﬂferinf. who can say
that it is a fraud or a false pretense or promise within the mmin§ of
these statutes? How can anyone lay down the limit and saﬁbeyond hat
there are frand and false pretenses? The claim of the ability to cure
may be vastly greater most men would be ready to admit, and
vet those who might deny the existence or virtue of the remedy would
only differ in opinion from those who assert it. * * *

up a person should assert that by the use of electricity alone
ke could treat diseasestedu e.glclac.lousiz and sjs;ecemfuliy as ilie same have

justify the Postmaster General, npon evidence satisfactory to him, to
adjudge such claim to be without foundation, and then to pronounce the
person so claiming to be gullty of procuring by false or fraudulent
pretenses the moneys of geople sending him money through the malls,
and then to prohibit the delivery of any letters to him? The moderate
application of electricity, it is strongly maintained, has great effect
upon the human sys and just how far it may cure or mitigate dis-
eases no one can tell with certainty. It is still In an empirical stage,
and enthusiastic believers in it may regard it as entitled to a very high
position in therapeutics, while many others may think It absolute
without value or potency in the cure of disease. Was this kind of ques-
tlon intended to be submitted for decision to a Postmaster General? And
was it intended that he might decide the claim to be a fraud, and enjoin
the delivery of letters through the mail addressed to the person prac-
ticing such treatment of disease? As the effectiveness of almost any

articular method of treatment of disease ig, to & more or less extent, a
Fnﬂt%ual stoume of d&rerence of o inéﬂa, evegf though ﬂimlgreat'.lt: orémijority,
ma of one wa, [ » e ANy special me 8 Cer-
txi.r’lrly not a mnrf‘;r for the gecisiun of tﬂe Pusgmastcr General within
these statutes relative to fraud.

Vaccination is believed by many to be a preventive of smallpox,

while others regard it as unavalling for that purpese. Under these
statutes, could the Postmaster General, upon evidence satisfactory to
him, decide that it was not a preventive, and exclude from the mails
all letters to one who practiced it and advw it as a method of
prevention, on the ground that the moneys he received through the
mails were pro by false pretenses?

Arain, there are many persons who do nmot belleve in the homeo-

athic school of medicine, and who think that such doctrine, if prac-

f[ced precisel tégon the lines set forth by its originator, Is absolutely
ineflicacions e treatment of diseases. Are homeopat'hlc hysiclans
subject to be proceeded against under these statutes and llable at the
discretion of the Postmaster General, upon evidence satisfactory to
him, to be found guilty of obtaining moneg under false pretenses and
their letters stamped as fraudulent and the money contained {herein
as payment for their professional services sent back to the writers of
the letters? And, turn the question around, can phgslclans of
what 1s called the “ old school” be thus proceeded agalnst? DBoth of
these different schools of medicine have their followers, and many who
believe in the one will pronounce the other wholly devoid of merit.
But there is mo precise standard by which to measure the claims of
either, for people do recover who are treated according to the cne or
the other school. And so, it is said, do people recover who are treated
under this mental theory? By reason of it? That can not be averred
as matter of fact. Many think they do. Others are of the contrary
opinion. Is the Postmaster General to decide the guestion under these
statutes?

I ask, if that be true, if the head of this department can
determine that question in favor of one school of medicine to
the exclusion of the other?

Mr. OWEN. I did not quite catch the force of the decision,
It was to the effect that the Postmaster General could not dis-
criminate against the magnetic healers. Would not that rule
protect others from like discriminations—

Mr. WORKS. Not at all.

Mr. OWEN. Who occupied a similar position?

Mr. WORKS. It would so far as the use of the mails is con«
cerned, but if a department of health——

Mr. OWEN. The spirit of the decision is tp protect the
individual in the practice of medicine.

Mr. WORKS. Certainly. I have said that if the head of tha
department goes so far as to violate the law he is subject to the
law in that respect; but so long as he keeps himself within thd
law there is absolutely no limit to his power.
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Mr. President, I have sald all that I desire to say on this
gubject. I have tried to discuss it with fairness and without
any hostility toward anybody of any school of medicine or heal-
ing. I have no animosity or antipathy toward any school of
medicine or anyone who is engaged in the practice of medicine.
I recognize the fact that all schools of medicine are doing good
at the present time in this country, and théir rights should be
fully respected. On the other hand, the mode of healing in
which I believe is entitled to the same degree of justice as those
who are practicing other means of healing disease.

Senators may not agree with me as to the efficacy of that
sort of treatment. I am quite sure many of them do not. But
that is not the question. If I believe in it I have a perfect
richt under the laws of this country to secure for myself such

medical oz other treatment as I desire, and it would be a

violation not only of my rights, generally speaking, but it would
be a violation of the very spirit of the Constitution to forbid
me the right to resort to that sort of help that I believe to be
most efficient in my own case. I would not have anyone denied
the right which belongs to him in the use of drugs. That is
his right, whether I believe in it or not; but I insist, on the
other hand, that those of us who believe in another and differ-
ent sort of remedy for our ills have exactly the same right to
resort to that remedy that the man has who believes in the use
of drugs as a remedy. .

Mr. OWEN. Before the Senator takes his seat, there are one
or two questions I would like to ask him, if it would be agree-
able to him,

Mr. WORKS. Certainly.

Mr. OWEN. Does the Senator understand that a national
department of health would engage in the issmance of licenses
to practitioners and deny licenses to Christian Science prac-
titioners?

Mr. WORKS. I do not know whether they would or not.
They could make regulations under your bill

Mr. OWEN. That might be directly averted by forbidding if,
but the practice of the United States, under the limitations of
constitutional law, is that all licenses to practice “ healing” or
“medicine” are given by the State laws and not by the Fed-
eral Government. I think perhaps the Senator may have over-
looked that. I do not think the Federal Government has any
right whatever to issue licenses within a State for the practice
of medicine. r

Mr. WORKS. I agree with the Senator.

Mr. OWEN. I think there is no constitutional right to do it.

Mr., WORKS. I agree with the Senator in respect to the
exercise of that power in the States. That matter I have not
discussed. I may discuss it at some future time if it becomes
necessary. I have not undertaken fo discuss the general prin-
ciples involved or the constitutionality of the bill. I agree fo
what the Senator says, that the Federal department would have
no right to interfere with the affairs of a State. But I have this
to say, that the indications are, from what is said by some of
these doctors, that they believe just that can be done, because
one of them, as I remember, distinctly referred to the fact that
they might elevate the efficiency of the State boards of health
and various other things. That would be an interference with
the constitutional rights of the States.

Mr. OWEN. The Senator has spoken, Mr. President, of the
value of Christian Science. I myself believe it has been very
efficacious in many instances. What the process is by which
recovery is accomplished I do not think is thoroughly under-
stood. But I should like to ask the Senator, in view of his
confidence in its value, would it not be well to have the health
officials we now have in Nation and in State give a proper
study to it, with a view to ascertaining its value and giving it
to the public when they have found its value?

Mr. WORKS. If the doctors, surgeons, and oithers who have

charge of the medical bureaus of the Government would go .

about an examination of a matter of that kind in a right spirit,
as I think the Senator from Oklahoma would, I believe it would
be a very excellent thing to do. If they should go about it in
the frame of mind which generally exists upon the part of
medical practitioners, it would be useless.

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I understood from the general dis-
cussion of the Senator from California that he was under the
impression that Senate bill 6049 had been prepared by the
Ameriean AMedical Association.

Mr. WORKS, No; I think the Senator got that impression
from something I read to the effect that their legislative com-
mittee would frame a bill. I said nothing about it. I know
nothing about it,

Mr. OWEN. The bill which was introduced to establish a
department of health at the last Congress was written by my-
gelf alone, I dictated every word of it,

Mr. WORKS. I did not controvert that in the least; I did
not intend to do it

Mr, OWEN. Does the Senator believe that under this bill
the officers of the Federal department proposed could invade
the grlvate homes of citizens without the consent of the citi-
zens

Mr. WORKS. Yes; except in the States.

Mr. OWEN. Except in the States. That objection, then,
might be easily obviated by inserting “ the District of Columbia
and the Territories” in the face of Senate bill No. 1.

Mr. WORKS. That could be easily obviated.

Mr. GRONNA. I wish to ask the Senator from California
a question. T am impressed with his discussion of this subject.
Does the Senator believe that the law now upon the statute
book is adequate, or would he suggest some change in the law
under which we have now a bureau known as the bureau of
health? I merely wish the Senator's view on that point.

Mr, WORKS. I believe everything that is desired to be ac-
complished through this bill, except the establishment of a
department and the making of the head of that departmentea
member of the Cabinet, could be accomplished by legislation
with respect to the medieal bureau as it exists at the present
time without the establishment of a department.

Mr. SMOOT. And at a great deal less expense.

Mr. WORKS. And at a great deal less expense.

Mr. OWEN. I should like to ask the Senator if it is not a
fact that Great Britain, Germany, France, and other leading
nations of the world have departments of health?

Mr. WORKS. I am not informed, Mr. President, whether
they have or not, and I should not care whether they have or
not. They have not our Constitution or our form of govern-
ment, which, I think, makes a great difference.

Mr. OWEN. I suggest to the Senator that the people who
inhabit those countries have the same kind of bodies and die
in the same kind of fashion, and may be protected from ex-
posure in the same improved methods.

Mr. WORKS. Yes; and if permitted to do so, they would
probably desire the same freedom we receive for those bodies
and their treatment that I am contending for.

Mr. OWEN. I respond to that by saying that the people of
Australia and New Zealand have the same degree of freedom
we have, and in those countries the death rate under a better
administration of government is only nine and a half to the
thousand, whilst ours is sixteen and a half to the thousand. We
lIose over 600,000 people a year unnecessarily in this country by
preventable causes.

Mr. WORKS. Does the Senator attribute that to the health
department as it is there constituted?

Mr. OWEN. I do; and to the care of the people by the laws
as administered in those countries.

Mr, WORKS. Then the Senator must intend to reflect on
the department as we have it now, not only the Federal de-
partment but the boards of health in the several States. I think
myself that they are fairly efficient,

Mr. OWEN. I do say that they are not everywhere as effi-
clent as they ought to be. They ought to be made more efficient,
and that is the purpose of this bill.

Mr. WORKS. Then the Senator proposes to make State
boards of health more efficient through the Federal department.
That is just the thing I object to.

Mr. OWEN. Only in so far as a good example and publicity
of ascertained fact might be of service. I will say that some
of the States have departments which are excellently well con-
ducted that might well serve as an example and pattern for
the United States, that the good example of the one will serve
a valuable purpose in impressing the other, and that a reason-
able mutual emulation on the part of the departments of health
in the various States and in the Federal Government would
gerve a useful purpose in promoting a knowledge of the laws of
health and protecting men against unnecessary death and from
the inefficiency of unnecessary and avoidable disease, the annnal
present cost of which has been demonstrated to be about four
thousand millions of dollars.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I want to trespass for only a
foew moments upon the time of the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. GroN~NA], who has given notice that he will address the
Senate to-day.

Yesterday, in a colloquy with the Senator from Ohio [Mr,
Burtox], the attitude of the German Government with refer-
ence to agriculture and the tariff was referred to. I was unable
at that time to turn to some data which I had, but which I
now have before me, and desire to put into the Recorp.in con-
nection with that statement.
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In 1879 Mr. Bismarck said in debate in the Reichstag:

Is not the moment approaching when our agriculture will no longer
be able to exist because corn is pressed down to a price at which it can
not be remuneratively produced in Germany, taxation, the cost of
living, and the cost of land being a8 they are? When that moment
comes, then not only agriculture but the ussian State and the Ger-
man Empire will go to ruin as well.

That marked the beginning of the change of policy of Mr.
Bismarck with reference to duties upon farm products, and
from that time he became an advocate of the protective policy in
Germany and applied it equally to farm products with other
articles,

Now, I read from a statement of Mr, James J. Hill, found in
his book on Highways of Progress. Among other things therein
diseussed is the question of reciprocity :

How to meet German competition is to-day the study of every intelli- |

F.nt leader of industry and every cabinet on the Continent of Europe.
t will be found that a large share of her world-wide success is due to
symmetrical national development. Agricultural industry bas not been
slighted. Belhold a contrast that throws tht upon the idle host of
England'’s unemployed marching despondently through streets whose
shop windows are crowded with wares of German make. Between
1875 and 1900 in Great Britain 2,601,428 'acres which were under
cereals and 755,255 acres which were under green crops went out of
cultivation. In Germany, during the same period, the cultivated area
grew from 22,840,950 to 28,071,673 hectareg, an increase of § per cent.

I also read in this connection a statement from the English
tariff commission of 1906:

The causes of the decline in agriculture are world-wide in their oper-
atlon, affecting all importing countries. The striking feature In the
case of the United Kingdom is that agricnlture has been more depressed
than in any other country and more depressed than any other branch
of economic activity. During the last 25 years the course of all agri-

- enlturgl prices has been the same downward direction, with the result
that agriculture has been subject to a great combination of causes, all
tending toward its depression.

The commission then proceeds:

European countries generaliy have pursued a policy involving import
duties on agricultural produce, whereas in the United Kingdom agri-
culturists have been subject to the unrestricted Importation of foreign

roduce on terms not dissimilar, in many cases, from those experienced
gy manufacturers who complain of dumping.

In this connection I call attention to another list of figures
bearing upon that subject, it seems to me, if not directly, indi-
rectly. In the great West, where the wheat acreage was once
an average of 25 bushels per acre, it is now 14. The average
wheat production of 40 different counties of northern Illinois
is as follows: 1870, 10,476,011 bushels; in 1880, 7,122,963 bush-
els; in 1890, 5,073,070 bushels; in 1900, 637,450,

The average acreage in Indiana fell from 15.6 bushels to
14.4; Minnesota, 15.8 to 13; North Dakota, 144 to 10; the en-
tire United States, 15.3 to 14.

The last available statistics show that our average wheat
yield per acre is 13.5; Austria, 17; France, 19.8; Germany,
27.6; Great Britain, 32.2. Oats: United States, 30 bushels per
acre; Germany, 46; Great Britain, 42, Darley: United States,
25; Germany, 33; Great Britain, 34.6.

I will not now trespass upon the time of the Senator from
North Dakota to follow the statistics to show that the increase
of production per acre in those countries began with the period
of time when the countries began to give particular attention to
their agricultural interests, either by way of increased duties
upon imports or otherwise, and that the increase in production
has steadily kept apace with the attention given to the matter
by the Governments in different ways.

As T said yesterday, we have in this country one-half of our
agricultural lands in private ownership not yet under culfiva-
tion. The last seven years have marked a noted increase in
taking possession of the abandoned farms, the reclaiming of the
land which was skinned over and from which the parties
passed on to richer lands of the West between 1870 and 1890.

Not only have we the lands in private ownership, but we
have, as 1 before stated, some 75,000,000 acres of public land
which are agrieultural lands, not including some ten or twelve
million acres of swamp lands and perhaps five or seven million
acres more of arid lands. '

About 1870 there began the great immigration for the settle-
ment of the agrienltural lands of the West. The region was a
vast one and easily reduced to cultivation. Transportation
facilities were pushed in every direction.

From 1870 to 1900 we produced more agricultural products
from this region alone than in all our history theretofore.

In 1860 there was under cultivation west of the Mississippi
twenty-six and a half million acres; in 1900, 194,000,000 acres—
a gain of 186,000,000.

We are preparing to admit to the same market and prac-
tically under the same Government a region of territory equal
in extent and equal in richness and productiveness to the terri-
tory I am now referring to.

Between 1870 and 1890 we raised as much corn in the Mis-
sissippi Valley as had been produced in the United States up to
1870. Of wheat we produced one-half during that period of the
total amount which had been produecd up to 1870.

From 1840 to 1870 our per capita production of the staple
cereals was 860 bushels—from 1870 to 1900, 1,450 bushels—not-
withstanding the fact that the agricultural population relative
to the total population of the Nation was greater from 1840 to
1870 than it was from 1870 to 1900,

As a result these farm prices began to decline until they
went down about one-half below the point where they had
ranged before, the price of wheat falling fully one-half and
corn and oats even below. The farmer could not sell. He
burned his corn for fuel and his wheat rotted in the field.

Year after year the farmer's actual expenses exceeded the
price of his productions, but he could not close up like a manu-
facturing establishment. This was his home and he had to stay
with it.

In this impoverished condition the usurer found a harvest,
and every cent of profit, when there was any, was divided with
the railroad, the money lender, and the manufacturer, The
farmer was ground to the earth for years in the great West,
as everyvone knows and as the mortgage record during that
period discloses, which has only begun to be cleared up within
the last 8 or 10 years.

The effect of all this was to drive the people from the farms
into the cities and to discourage them from going to the farms
at all. The city population in 1850 was 12% per cent of the
whole population of the United States; in 1900 it was nearly
50 per cent of the whole population.

In 1870 all towns and cities together contained a population
of 11,750,000; in 1900 they contained a population of 35,840,000,
an increase in 30 years of 24,900,000, showing that as the in-
crease of population during this period was 37,745,000 the cities
got mearly two-thirds of it. In fact, from 1800 to 1900 nearly
three-fourths of the population went to the cities and towns.
From 1870 to 1000 our population increased 88 per cent, and
during that time our city population increased two and one-half
times. And as the cities grew and the great skyscrapers went
up in the centers of population there were more and more aban-
doned farms all through New York, New Jersey, and Pennsyl-
vania, because they were driven from the farm lands, where
they could not secure a competency, into this region where the
effect of the tariff system was more beneficial and where they
could secure a living and possibly educate their families.

Of all people engaged in gainful pursuits in 1870, 47.36 per
cent were engaged in agriculture; in 1880, 44.3 per cent; in
1890, 87.7 per cent; and in 1900, 35.7 per cent.

Farm values went down, and those prosperous agricultural
regions of the East became the scene of abandoned farms. The
farmer of the East skinned his farm and went West. |

The increase in agricultural values during those years was
small, but the increase in other values was exceedingly great,
such as manufacturing establishments and city property. The
average acreage value of farm lands from 1860 to 1900 onmly
increased $4.70 per acre.

In 1850 the wealth of the agricultural classes was estimated
at $3,987.000,000, of the town and city classes at £3,170,000,000, or
at $1,000,000,000 in favor of the agricultural classes. From 1870
to 1880 the city wealth was $9,402,000,000; the agricultural
wealth, $3,000,000,000. From 1880 to 1890 the increase of city
wealth was $18,575,000,000; agricultural, $4,000,000,000. From
1890 to 1900 the increase of city wealth was $19,000,000,000;
agricultural, $4.500,000,000. In other words, from 1860 to 1900
the total increase of wealth in the city was $089,811,000,000; the
agricultural, $12,547,000,000.

The multimillionaires are not from the agricultural fields of
industry.

I have trespassed longer than I should have done on the Sen-
ator’s notice, but I wanted to put these figures into the Recorp
in connection with what was said yesterday.

Mr., SIMMONS. Mr. President, I desire to give notice that
on Monday next, immediately after the conclusion of the morn-
ing business, I will address the Senate upon the reciprocity bill,
and especially upon the amendments pending to that bill.

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. President, on January 26, 1911, President
Taft transmitted to the two Houses of Congress a special mes-
sage embodying the Canadian trade agreement which is now
before this body. I made some remarks on this measure on the
28th of February, and expressed the opinion that it would work
a great injury to the farmers of this country and would be of no
benefit to the consumers in the cities, for the reason that they
do not buy the natural products direct from the farmers, but
buy the manufactured articles and the secondary food products
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on which the duties are retained. A further study of this ques-
tion has not changed my views in this respect, and I may say
that they are shared by the great majority of those most vitally
interested in this matter—the farmers.

The farmers of this country are greatly concerned about the
effects of this measure, and I venture to say that they are al-
most unanimous in their opposition to it. I know that that is
the case in North Dakota and neighboring States. I believe
it is true, as has been stated by representative men from agri-
cultural districts, that never since the Civil War has the
farmer been so aroused over any legislation as he is over this
agreement. In many of the Western States they have held
conventions to protest against it. In North Dakota, the State
which I haye the honor in part to represent, a nonpartisan
State convention was held which more than 700 farmers and
business men attended. The delegates to this convention were
elected at conventions held in the different counties in the
State by the farmers of the respective counties, and were ex-
pected to, and did, express the general view of the people of

their respective sections with regard to this measure. This’

movement was not financed by anyone. The farmers attending
the county conventions paid their own expenses and the dele-
gates to the State convention paid their own expenses. At this
convention the delegates, without regard to political party, were
unanimous in denouncing this agreement, and a delegation was
selected to come to Washington and urge the manifest injustice
to the agricultural class of enacting such a measure as the one
pending. This convention was not held because it was thought
necessary to influence the attitude of the Senators and Con-
gressmen from the State. They knew the position which
their representatives had taken on this question. It was well
known that the entire congressional delegation from the State
would oppose the measure., The action was taken in the hope
that the Senate and the Finance Committee would listen with
open minds to the representations of the men whose market it
was proposed to surrender to the Canadian farmers. They could
not bring themselves fo believe that Congress would willingly
enact a measure the only apparent result of which would be to
deprive the farmers of this country of hundreds of millions of
dollars, for the benefit of the Canadian farmers and some of the
trusts in our own country, if they only correctly understood the
situation. Attempts have been made by part of, the press, and
others, to discredit the delegations of farmers that came to
Washington to protest against this measure and to create the
impression that they were sent here by the Lumber Trust and
other protected interests. I protest against these gratuitous
insults to the representatives of the most important industry in
this country, the only explanation of which is a desire to dis-
credit all opposition to this measure, and I merely state a fact
when I say that the unfairness which certain large papers
have shown in the treatment of this question has resulted in
diminishing to a large extent the power and influence of the
press as a whole.

Some people have been able to delude themselves with the
belief that this measure is approved of by the country as a
whole, and that the farmers are indifferent to it. Nothing
could be further from the truth. Variouns commercial organiza-
tions, it is troe, and in some few instances State legislatures,
have passed resolutions favoring it, but as was shown before
the Senate Finance Committee, it is also true that in many in-
stances, if not in most of them, these favorable resolutions
were adopted because they were pressed by some interested
person, and the majority of the other members had little idea
of the real nature of the agreement. Sometimes they were
adopted without a single member of the body or organization
having seen a copy of the bill. The indifference of the farmer
is apparent only to those viewing his attitude with a preju-
diced eye, or else incapable of understanding how the farmer
records his opposition to measures. Because there have been no
riots among the farmers in opposition to this measure, that is
not a sign that the farmers are indifferent. The farmer of
this country is not a rioting person. He has a habit of record-
ing his approval or disapproval of the acts of his Congressman
and Senator in another way, and it is probable that some of
those so busily engaged in discovering that the farmers are in-
different to this matter will have occasion to change their views
when the ballots are next counted.

Mr. President, this measure has come to us as the result of what
has been variously called a treaty and an agreement with Canada.
If a treaty had been negotiated, it should have been submitted
to the Senate for ratification, and a two-thirds vote would
have been necessary to put it into effect. This measure is not
a treaty, however, but legislation designed to put into effect
an agreement made by the President with the Government of
Canada. Such agreements are usually embodied in formal

treaties, but in this instance the President has taken it upon
himself to make an agreement with a foreign nation, without
consulting the Senate and without submitting the agreement
to the Senate for ratification, as it was his duty to do under
the Constitution, and has agreed as a part of the bargain with
that foreign country to use his utmost efforts to secure the
passage of laws putting that agreement into effect. The ma-
Jjority of the membership of this body seem to view this action
on the part of the President with equanimity, whether they do
not realize its real nature or else rely on the President’s good
sense not to enter into any agreement with foreign powers
which would result disastrously to our country. There is no
essential difference, however, between entering into an agree-
ment of this kind and pledging himself to use all his efforts to
secure the enactment of legislation carrying it into effect, ard
the entering into an agreement to aid some other power in the
case of war and pledging himself to use his best efforts to
secure the passage of bills appropriating the necessary moneys.
I do not believe there is any danger that this will be done so
long as the present incymbent of the presidential chair remains
in the White House—notwithstanding the apprehensions of
some people last spring—but if this precedent is established, if
this invasion of the prerogatives of the Senate is countenanced,
it will some time in the future refurn with evil resunlts in its
train, when some President whose penchant will be the exten-
sion of territorial dominion instead of the surrendering of the
farmers’ markets, will use the power of making agreements
with foreign nations, which the Senate appears to be about to
surrender to the President, in such a way as to involve our
country in serious difficulties with other nations.

The bill which we have under consideration here is a revenue
bill, and as such should have originated in the House of Repre-
sentatives, In having the bill framed, so far as its essentials
are concerned, and frying to force it through Congress, the
President is exceeding his constitutional powers, and this viola-
tion assnumes a decidedly serious aspect when we reflect that
the action is being taken in accordance with a pledge given to a
foreign nation. The Members of both Houses of Congress, as
well as the people at large, have been in the habit of considering
that the lawmaking power is lodged in Congress, and that the
President has merely the veto power. We have assumed that
when the Constitution stated this in plain words it meant just
that. Now that this important measure is before us, however, a
majority of the Members of the two Houses of Congress cheer-
fully acquiesce in the assumption of the President that he is the
real lawmaking as well as the treaty-making body, and that
the Congress has merely the veto power and that even this veto
power should not be exercised free from pressure by the admin-
istration. The President, after having consulted representatives
of a foreign country, has decided what measures ought to be
passed by Congress, has had measures drafted, and is now under
the pledge which he gave the Canadian Government, using all
his power to secure the passage of the desired revenue legisla-
tion.: The President has apparently come to the conclusion that
he represents the people of this country both as executive and
legislature, and that the two Houses of Congress are merely two
bodies of men provided for by the Constitution, which he can
unfortunately not get rid of, but which are to be ignored and
coerced whenever he deems it necessary or expedient. I am
not a lawyer and I shall not pursue this subject further—it has
been touched on before and will no doubt be fully discussed
before the close of this debate—but I confess that I can not
view with the equanimity that others evince the usurpation of
legislative power by the President, and the ignoring of the Sen-
ate in the making of agreements having the effect of treaties
with foreign nations.

One noticeable feature of this debate, which has been re-
marked on by others, is the strange unwillingness of the sup-
porters of this measure to explain what benefits the country
will derive from it and fo defend it and the President’s action
in entering into the agreement on the floor of the Senate. The
result is that while there are a large number of Senators point-
ing out the defects of this measure and urging injurious results
as reasons for defea it or radically changing it, they have
to carry on the debate without any presentation by the great
majority of the supporters of the bill why they or anyone
ghould be in favor of its passage. The supporters of the meas-
ure must surely have some reason for being in favor of it, and
ought not to be averse to enlightening those of us who do not
find that we can in good conscience support it. There have
been no reasons presented to the Senate by the President or by
those in charge of the bill why it should pass. It almost ap-
pears as though we are expected to accept the President’s
advice and pass whatever measures he may be pleased to sub-
mit to us without opposition and with only perfunctory debate.
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The arguments advanced outside of this Chamber by friends
of this agreement are various. It has been urged that it will
tend to reduce the high cost of living, or at least prevent it
from rising any higher; that it will benefit the farmer by giving
him cheaper bran and shorts; that it will steady the wheat
market in this country by preventing violent fluetnations at
Liverpool due to the dumping of Canadian wheat into the
Liverpool market, as this wheat will be absorbed by the storage
facilities of the United States and more gradually shipped to
Liverpool; that it will extend our markets; that it will pro-
mote commercial intercourse and increase our trade with
Canada; that it will give us cheaper print paper; that it is a
step toward free trade; and that it is the inauguration of a
policy which will result in the annexation of Canada. Further,
there is vague talk of the mutual benefits to be derived from
closer trade relations with our neighbor on the north, without
specifying what those benefits may be or showing how this
agreement is going fo bring them about.

The most superficial examination of this measure can not fail
to impress on one's mind three facts in regard to it: The ar-
ticles on which the duties are to be removed are practically all
farm products or raw materials. The articles on which we re-
duce or remove the duties are the same ones on which Canada
reduces or removes her duties, The farm products and raw ma-
terials from which the duties are removed are such as Canada
expects to sell to us and not such as we might hope to sell to
Canada. If we bear those facts in mind, it may aid us in de-
termining what the purpose of the entering into this agreement
was and what its probable effect will be.

The purpose of this bill is usually given as the promotion of
fommercial intercourse with Canada and the extension of our
rade with that country. I do not believe anyone has as yet
shown how it will inerease our trade with Canada in any other
way than by increasing our imports of agricultural products,
Three considerations force themselves upon one in this connec-
tion: (1) If the purpose is to secure cheaper raw materials, the
proper way is not to remove the duties only on Canadian prod-
ucts, but on the products of all countries. (2) If the purpose is
to reduce the price of the commeodities which the average con-
sumer uses, the way to do this is to remove or greatly reduce
the duties on the manufactured articles. (3) If the purpose is
to extend our markets in Canada, the way to do this is not to
secure the removal or the reduction of the Canadian duties on
such goods only as Canada expects to sell to us, but to secure
the removal of such duties on goods that we export to Canada
or might expect to export to Canada if the duties were removed.

It appears to me that the truth of these statements onght to be
clearly evident to anyone who will attempt to view the measure
with unbiased eyes. If for some reason or other—if the pro-
ducers of any product have formed a trust or combination so as
to unduly enhance prices, or if our production falls short of our
consumption, and the tariff on the product consequently results
in higher prices, and we wish to redunce these prices by remov-
ing the tariff, it seams self-evident that the effective way to do
this is to remove the tariff on the goods of all foreign countries
and not only on the goods of one. Otherwise, we simply give
the producer in the favored foreign country the benefit of our
protection—letting him share our home market—in short, give
him a measure of protection against the producers in other
foreign countries. If the wheat growers of this country have
formed a trost and raised the price of wheat beyond what it
ought to be, or if our production falls short of our consumption
g0 that the tariff on wheat results in increased prices, and we
decide to reduce the price by admitting foreign wheat, the
proper way to do, if we have no other purpose in mind, is to
remove the duty on wheat, no matter from what country or
part of the world it comes. If we admit wheat from one
country and exclude that from other countries, we are giving
protection to the producers of the first country. The same nec-
essarily holds true in the case of flax, of barley, of oats, of cattle,
of pulp and paper, and of any other product. The only ground
on which the admission of certain articles free from one country
and not from another can be defended is that by so doing we
receive in return some advantage from the former country
that we do not from the latter. If Canada has given us any
such advantages in the pending agreement, no one seems willing
or able to point them out.

If the purpose is to refluce the price of the articles that the
average consumer uses, not only should the duties be removed
on articles from all countries instead of merely from one, but
the duties to be removed or greatly reduced should be those on
the articles which the consumer buys—not the duties on the
pnatural products, but the goods manufactured from them.
So long as the duty remains on the manufactured article, it
makes no difference to the consumer whether there is a duty

on the raw material. If the price of wheat falls off 10 cents
a bushel because of this agreement it will not affect.the price
of flour or of the bread made from the flour. If the price of
flax is reduced 25 cents per bushel by the removal of the duty,
it will not affect the price of linseed oil. Even if the price of
oats tumbles on account of. the duty being taken off, the price
of rolled oats will remain the same so long as the duty is not
removed from that. If the price of cattle is reduced the full
amount of the present duty the price of beef will remain the
same so long as the Beef Trust is protected in its market.
Whatever reduction there may be in the price of wheat, of
oats, of barley, of flax, or of any of the other farm products
and raw materials that this measure places on the free list, the
consumer will not get the benefit of lower prices on articles
manufactured from these. k

Mr. STONE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da-
kota yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. GRONNA. Yes; with pleasure.

Mr. STONE. The Senator from North Dakota has expressed
the view that if you remove the duty on wheat and retain the
duty on flour the flour will not be reduced in price to the con-
sunmer.

Mr. GRONNA. That is my position.

Mr. STONE. And that if you remove the duty on eattle and
let the duty on beef remain it will not reduce the cost of meat
to the consumer.

Mr. GRONNA. That is correct.

Mr. STONE. I wish now to ask whether the Senator thinks
that the removal of the duty on flour as well as the duty on
wheat would be helpful or hurtful to the wheat raiser; and also
to ask him whether he thinks that if we take the duty off cattle
so that they may come in free from Canada or free from all the
world, and then take the duty off meats so as to let meat come
in free, would the effect be to increase or decrease the price of
live cattle?

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. President, the Senator from Missouri
asked me two questions.

Mr. STONE. Confine it to the last,

Mr. GRONNA. I will attempt to answer both, briefly. The
first question is, If we take the duty off, we will say, the raw
material, the wheat, which is the product of the farmer, or
from cattle, and also remove the duty from the secondary
producets, will that reduce the price to the consumer? To that
I answer yes; I believe it will. The second question, if I
understand the Senator correctly, is, If we take the duty off the
raw material and retain it on the secondary products, will that
reduce the price to the consumer? I say no; and I want to
cite one instance, Mr. President, which is worth a great deal
more than my opinion.

During the Sixty-first Congress we can all remember the
interest that was taken by the Members in both branches of
Congress in the question of hides. When the duty was taken off
hides green salted hides were worth in the Chicago market from
16§ to 18 cents per pound. If had been said that taking the
duty off hides would not affect the price of hides, and it is true
that it did not for a few months; it is true that during the
next fall hides sold, if anything, a little higher in the Chicago
market than they did before the duty was removed; but to-day
the price of hides is from 10 fo 13 cents a pound, and there is
not a Senator on this floor nor a consumer in this Capital but
knows that the price of shoes Las been advanced to the con-
sumer.

While T am not going to set up my own opinion, if I had
time I could prove to the satisfaction of every Senator here
that the price on all grades of shoes has advanced on an aver-
age about 10 per cent, and in some cases, on the higher grades,
it has advanced 12} per cent. Is that an answer to the Senator?

Mr, STONE. I fear I did not make myself understood by the
Senator. I will ask this direct question—

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield to
me, I am afraid that he does not apprer{late and understand
the effect of the statement that was made to him by the Senator
from North Dakota.

- Mr, STONE. Oh, I think I do understand and appreciate it.
As to the hide and shoe business, if the Senator will permit
me— .

Mr. GRONNA. Certainly, I am glad to yield to the Senator.

Mr. STONE. I will say that during the consideration of the
Payne-Aldrich bill I was opposed to putting hides on the free
list unless we also put shoes on the free list.

Mr. GRONNA. In that the Senator from Missouri showed
his usnal good sense and judgment.

Mr. STONE. I advoeated both:; and if my distingunished
friend from Minnesota would consider it of sufficient interest,
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which of course he will not and should not, to examine the
Recorp of that time, he would find that I offered an amend-
ment to put shoes on the free list, and that I voted against
putting hides on the free list unless shoes were put on the free
list. I never believed that putting hides on the free list would
result in cheapening shoes to the consumers, I agree with the
Senator from North Dakota that it has not done so. I can
have no controversy with the Senator from North Dakota or
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NeLsox] about that. It was
very easy for me to appreciate the statement made by the
Senator from North Dakota, to which the Senator from Min-
nesota has called my attention.

I wish to ask this direct question: Does the Senator from
North Dakota favor putting meats on the free list?

Mr. GRONNA. Most assuredly, if we place cattle on the
free list. If we allow the importation of cattle without any
duty, I would certainly favor placing meats on the free list.

Mr. STONE. If this reciprocity bill is agreed to by the Senate
as it passed the House, would the Senafor from North Dakota
vote to put meats on the free list for the whole world?

Mr. GRONNA. I would be willing to do more than that. I
would be willing to pass the free-list bill first, as suggested by
my distinguished friend and neighbor from Minnesota.

Mr. STONE., But I want, if the Senator will consent——

Mr, GRONNA. And then pass the woolen bill and then——

Mr. STONE. I am not asking about the free list. I am
asking the Senator from North Dakota if he would vote to
incorporate a provision in the law, in the event the reciprocity
bill is passed, to put meats on the free list?

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. President, I am a new Senator—

Mr. STONE. Baut youn are an old Member of Congress.

Mr. GRONNA (continuing). And I have not been in position
to get the information that perhaps other Senators have. I
think it would be better to wait with all this kind of legisla-
. tion until we get a report from the Tariff Commission. Then
we would have full knowledge of conditions not only in our own
country but in all countries, especially Mexico, as the Senator
from California [Mr. PErRKINS] suggests to me,

Mr. STONE. I understood the senior Senator from Iowa
to argue the other day that it would be dangerous to put meat
on the free list for the reason that if that were done the
great packing establishments now operating in the United States
might transfer their operations in large measure to the Argen-
tine, to Mexico, and other foreign cattle-raiging countries, and
there purchase the cheaper range cattle raised on the plains of
Argentina or Mexico, slaughter them there, employing cheaper
labor, and so on and so forth, along the usual line of argument;
and then he argued that they could ship that meat in here and
dump it in our markets at a price below what meat made of
Americean-raised eattle could be produced and sold for without
a loss, and that the effect of that would be to still further de-
press the price of our native cattle in the hands of our farmers
and feeders. If that is true, if the view of the Senator from
Towa [Mr. Cuamins], who is a wise Senator and one who has
delved deeply into the mysteries of these questions, is right, then
is it not true, as contended by the Senator from Iowa, that the
inevitable effect of permitting the introduction of free meat
from the world at large would be to-cheapen the price of
native cattle, for the price of cattle must in a great measure
depend upon the price of beef in our market places?

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. GRONNA. I will be glad to yield.

Mr. NELSON. I should like to ask the Senator from Mis-
souri

Mr. STONE. I was asking the Senator from North Dakota
a question. I did not purpose to take the witness stand.

Mr. NELSON. Allow me to make a suggestion. What effect
would all that the Senator from Missouri has described have
on the packers of Kansas City? I wish the Senator would give
us some light on that subject.

Mr, STONE. It would have the same effect on the packers
of Kansas City that it would have upon the packers of any
other city. t

Mr. NELSON. Well, what would be the effect?

Mr. STONE. I was not undertaking to state effects. I was
undertaking, for the benefit of my friend from North Dakota
[Mr. Groxxal, who is insurging alongside of my friend the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. CouMmanxs], fo state the view, as I
understand it, of the Senator from Iowa, and to ascertain
whether they were agreed.

Now, of course, if cattle bought on the plains of Argentina
at a lower price than they can be brought from the ranges of the
United States or from the feed lots of the United States, and
can be turned into beef down there at a lower price than the
cattle here can be turned into beef, and can then be shipped at

a comparatively small expense to our ports and from thence
distributed, it does strike me that it would tend to decrease the
price of beef to the consumer in the United States, and that in
turn might reduce the price of cattle.

Mr. NELSON rose.

Mr. STONE. If you decrease the price of beef in the United
States, it strikes me, as it does the Senator from Iowa, that it
might decrease the price of cattle in the feed lot.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the Senator allow me?

Mr, STONE. I was asking the Senator from North Dakota
if he thinks as the Senator from Iowa thinks about this, and I
wanted to know if he was in favor of putting beef on the free
list?

Mr. NELSON. T should like to know what remedy the Sena-
tor from Missouri would prescribe. Has he any specific that
would eure such a situation as he describes?

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da-
kota yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. GRONNA. With pleasure,

Mr. CUMMINS., Before the Senator from North Dakota
answers the very discriminating inquiry propounded by the
Senator from Missouri, I shounld like him to take my position
from me rather than from the memory of our distinguished
friend, the Senator from Missouri, although he is not far wrong.

Notwithstanding this alliannce between the free-trade Senator
from Missouri

Mr. STONE. No; do not put it that way.

Mr. CUMMINS. I mean the tariff-for-revenue-only Senator
from Missouri and the high protectionists of New England and
Pennsylvania and New York; I am still a protectionist. I still
believe in the soundness and universality, for that matter, of
the general doctrine of protection. It is said, and it may be
true—I am not disposed to controvert it at this time—that
there is no substantial difference between the cost of producing
cattle in Canada and in the United States.

If there is no such difference, then under the doctrine of pro-
tection there ought to be no duty on cattle imported from
Canada into the United States. I am not saying whether there
is or is not a difference, because we have not made the investi-
gation which is necessary to reach a certain conclusion upon
the subject. But

Mr. STONE. But the Tariff Board has.

Mr. CUMMINS. I beg the Senator’'s pardon. The Tariff -
Board has reported some facts with regard to the business, but
has not made that complete return which we have a right to
expect and which we can fairly expect in the near future. But
if the eattle raised in Canada come in free to the United States
it goes without saying—no one ought to controvert the propo-
sition—that the meat made from those cattle shall come into
the United States free. The man who would deny that propo-
sition has lest all his power of reasoning.

Now, so far as South America is concerned, I want the Sena-
tor from Missouri to remember that the conditions of cattle
raising in, say, the Argentine Republic are widely different
from the conditions of cattle raising in the United States, and
everyone who knows anything about that knows that it_ costs
less to produce a steer in the Argentine than it does in the
United States. g

If we should open the markets of this couniry to either the
cattle or the meat of the Argentine Republic and surrounding
countries, we would only be intensifying and emphasizing the
wrong that we are about to perpetrate upon the farmers of this
country in the reciprocity measure, and so I do not want to ba
misunderstood at all. So far as I am concerned, I am opposed
to free meat from the Argentine Republic. I am opposed to it
because that policy would still further reduce the price of
cattle in the United States. But I am in favor of free meat
from Canada because we are apparently about to admit cattle
from Canada upon the hypothesis that it costs no more to pro-
duce cattle here than it does there. And with that statement
of my position I turn the question and the subject over to the
Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. STONE. I think I fairly stated the position of the Sena-
tor from Iowa and substantially as he has stated it himgself.
Now I again ask my friend the Senator from North Dakota
if he concurs in the view of the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. President, the distinguished Senator from
Missouri puts to me a hypothetical question. I will ask the
Senator from Missouri if he believes that the farmers of Ais.
souri and the United States are receiving too high a price fow
their cattle or for their meat?

Mr. STONE. No; I do not think they are. I wish they were
getting more. But that does not at all touch the guestion,
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Mr. GRONNA. Mr. President, I shall not undertake to make
any answer for the distinguished Senator from Iowa. I wish
I were as able to take care of myself as he is. I can not give
the Senator from Missonri a direct answer, because, as I said
before, we have had no report from the Tariff Commission that
would justify me inh saying that I would be in favor of letting
in free meat from Mexico. I will say that I believe, as the
Senator from Iowa has said, that it might be the means of re-
dueing the price of cattle to the farmers of the United States.

The result of this measure will be that for every bushel of
wheat imported the Government will lose the 25 cents which
it would bave collected otherwise, and for every bushel that
the miller buys from the American farmer he will pay as
much less as the price is reduced by the free importation of
Canadian wheat. For every bushel of barley imported the
Government will lose the 30-cent duty, and that bushel will
aid the brewing interests in getting the barley of the Ameri-
can farmer for a less price. For every bushel of flax im-
ported the Government will fail to collect the present duty of 25
cents per bushel, and the linseed oil trust will pay less to the
American farmer for every bushel of flax that it buys from him.
The trusts are still protected in their markets; it is the farm-
ers who are to receive less for their products in order that this
administration may have the glory of being the one to negotiate
a trade agreement with Canada and force its ratification’ by
Congress.

As an illustration of what result may be expected from re-
moving the duties on raw materials while retaining them on
the produets manufactured from them, I wish to remind you
of what happened when the duty was removed from hides.
I touched upon that a moment ago.

Those of us who were in Congress at that time remember the
plea of the shoe manufacturers and the tanners for free hides.
According to them, if free hides were given them, the result
would be lower prices for shoes. Hides were after a struggle
placed on the free list, but the price of ghoes went up and has
stayed up. It has been stated that this was due to an increase
of the price of hides—in spite of the removal of the duty—
eaused by an increased demand for hides in other countries.
The fact is, however, that the price of hides has dropped.

In June, 1909, the Chieago prices of hides ranged from 13}
to 17 cents per pound, on the various kinds of hides; in Octo-
ber of the same year they ranged from 142 to 18 cents, but since
then there has been a steady decline, and in March of this year
the prices ranged from 10 to 13 cents. The prices of hides have
decreased, but the prices of shoes have increased. Whether the
benefit of the cheaper hides went to the tanners, the shoe man-
ufacturers, or the trust controlling the machines used by shoe
manufacturers, or whether they all shared in it, the fact can
not be disputed that the consumer—the person who buys the
shoes—not only did not receive any benefit from the removal of
the duty on hides, but actually has to pay a higher price for his
-shoes than he did before. And the Government lost $2,000,000
revenue, as the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram] suggests,

If the purpose of this agreement is to extend the commeree of
the United States, or if that is one of the purposes, it would
seem that it must have been entered into blindly on the part of
our Representatives. Almost without exception the goods on
which the duties have been removed are goods that Canada will
sell to us and that we can have no hopes of selling to her. I
do not see how anyone can maintain that there is any reciproc-
ity in such an agreement. I do not assent to the proposition
that the mere mutual removal of duties by two countries con-
stitutes reciproeity. Unless there are mutual benefits there is
no reciprocity. It is beyond my eomprehension how we can have
reciprocity with Canada unless Canada removes the duties from
goods that we expect to sell to her in return for our removing
the duties on goods which she expects to sell to us.

Mr. President, never before would a measure of this kind have
been seriously considered by a Republican President or a Re-
publican Senate. It is not a reciprocity agreement in the true
sense of the word, either in form or in nature. It is merely a
cloak to hide the adoption of a new economic and industrial
policy—a policy that no one connected with the administration
has as yet dared to champion in the open, a policy that has never
yet been accepted as a Republican policy by anyone authorized
to speak for the party and that has never yet found its way into
a Republican platform, a policy out of harmony with all the
previous declarations of the Republican Party and directly op-
posed to the tenets held by those who composed its galaxy of
statesmen, a policy which will be repudiated by the rank and
file of the party as soon as they have an opportunity to be
heard—the policy of placing food products and raw materials
on the free list and retaining a protective duty on manufactures,

I feel ecalled upon to protest against this false and per-
nicious doetrine. It is not in accordance with Republican

platform declarations. It was part of the platform on which
Mr. Foss was eleeted governor of Massachusetts, but that was
not a Republican platform. Those who favor it must proceed
on the assumption that there is no difference in the cost of
producing the raw material in the different countries and that
its producer is so favorably sitnated that there is no need of
considering what his requirements may be. The only alter-
native is the less charitable assumption, although I will not
say less true in some cases, that those who are so ready to
remove the duties on the raw material while advocating the
retention of the duties on manufactures—often far in excess of
the difference in cost of production at home and abroad—ecare
nothing for any other industries so long as those in which they
are especially interested are properly protected. The plea that

.the farmer has derived no direct benefit from the protective

duties on his products in the past, and should therefore not
complain if those duties are now removed when it is admitted
that he is deriving some benefit or will derive some in the
near future, is neither a justification nor an excuse. It is
merely an attempt to find a plausible explanation of their
willingness to sacrifice the interests of the farmer and pro-
ducer of raw materials.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da-
kota yield to his colleague?

Mr. GRONNA. With pleasure. : :

Mr. McCUMBER. I think my colleague will agree with me
that the use of the term “raw material” as applied to farm
products is rather a misnomer. We can scarcely say a product
that comes first from an investment of land at $50 to $100 an
acre, the turning of that land over by the use of power, either
horsepower or otherwise, of harrowing it, of purchasing or rais-
ing the seed, of sowing it, of caring for that seed, of then har-
vesting and shoeking and thrashing, and finally cleaning and
haunling to market is a raw material, and therefore it is the
farmers’ manufactured material, entitled to the same consid-
eration as any other manufactured product, and should be
considered the same in the matter of the levying of our tariff.

Mr. GRONNA. My colleagune is absolutely correct in that.
I am only using the term “raw material” here in the usual,
perhaps rather loose, way. The farmer's bushel of wheat is his
finished produect; the farmer’s wool is his finished product; and
everything that is produced on his farm is as much his finished
produet as a pair of boots is the manufacturer’s finished product.
There is no question about that.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. GRONNA. I do.

Mr. WARREN. The suggestion in my mind has been given
voice by the senior Senator from North Dakota. I assume, and
I think correctly, that the junlor Senator from North Dakota
was using the term in the loose way it is often nsed. Buf when
we undertake to trace a really frue raw material I find it is a
good deal of a will-o-the-wisp, because, taking the matter of
farmers' products, they are all the result of an investment of
time, labor, and capital. Take, for instance, wool. As stated,
that is the finished product of the farmer. It goes to the
spinner, and while wool is his raw material the yarn that he
turns out is his—the spinner’s—finished product. It goes still
further to the weaver, the cloth men. The yarn is their raw
material in the same sense. The cloth is their manufactured
product. Again, it goes to the cutters and the makers of gar-
ments. The cloth itself is their raw material and the finished
clothing is their manufactured product.

So it is hard to undertake to define anything along the lines
of that which is the product of labor as raw material. I assume
that the Senator from North Dakota is using the term in the
sense in which it is so offen used or misused.

Mr. McCUMBER. If the Senator will allow me, I think we
can only justly apply the term raw material to the minerals in
the ground, which have been placed there by nature, and the
trees that grow on the mountains or along the rivers. The
moment that human labor is applied to them even those articles
become the fixed product of the laborer.

Mr. GRONNA. Mr, President, I want to thank my colleague
and also the Senator from Wyoming for calling my attention to
this point. I agree with both. What is one man’s finished
product is another man’s raw material, and vice versa. As my
colleague has said, raw material is that which has not been
touched by the human hand.

The Republiean platform of 1908 declares:

In all tariff legislation the true primeiple of protection iz best main-
tained by the imposition of such duties as will the difference

between cost of production at home and abroad, together with a reason-
able profit to American industries.
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1.iIt does not confine it to manufactures, but to American indus-
tries,

This platform on which President Taft was elected does not
mention reciprocity; neither does the Demoeratic platform of
that year. If the principle above stated is to apply in the
making of tariffs, the policy will have to be pursued as re-
gards agriculture as well as manufacturing. If the manu-
facturer is to have a protective duty equal to the difference in
cost of production, so must the farmer. The farmers have
loyally supported protection because they believed that it
would result in building up the industries of the country, and
although most of them realized that they were getting com-
paratively little in return for the burden they were bearing,
they bore the burden uncomplainingly, because they had suf-
ficient patriotism to suffer under temporary—as they be-
lieved—disadvantages in order that the general welfare might
be promoted. They did expect, however, fair treatment. Be-
lieving that it would be wise statesmanship to have a pro-
tective tariff sufficient to encourage home industries and pro-
tect the home market from the effects of industrial disturb-
ances and undue price fluctuations abroad; believing that a
reasonable stability in prices is more advantageous both to the
producer and the consumer than violent fluctuations, and con-
sequently believing that our own markets should not be sub-
jected to the disturbances which would be inevitable if thrown
open to the whole world so as to feel the combined effects of
speculations, panics, misdirected efforts, industrial miscaleu-
lations, and in general whatever may disturb production and
bring on industrial erises, they were willing to bear these bur-
dens at a time when they derived little benefit from them, in

_the belief that when the time came when it would be a direct

benefit to the farmers to protect them from the flood of prod-
uce resulting from the opening of new and fertile lands, that
small favor would not be begrudged them. They now see with
bitter amazement the readiness with which they are now to be
sacrificed, not because of any undue benefits which they have
been deriving from protection, not because of their having
formed trusts and combinations to raise the prices of their
products to exorbitant levels, but apparently because it has
been decided that popular discontent with the indefensible
duties on certain manufactures demands a vietim to appease
the popular discontent, and the agricultural interests have
been seized upon as the ones who will make the least resist-
ance. Consequently they are called upon to surrender the
duties on their products without receiving anything in return,
and their protection is fo be cut off without any examination
as to what the effect of such action will be, and so far as the
administration is concerned, without giving the farmers a single
word in defense. How different the treatment of the woolen
interests, the duties on whose products the President has
characterized as indefensible, but which, it is now given out,
must not be touched until the Tariff Board has made a thorough
investigation, lest a change based on deficient knowledge injure
the industry!

I can not forbear to say at this point, Mr. President, that the
indifference of the administration to the interests and welfare
of the farmer, the unkindly rebuffs he has met with when he has
attempted to present his case to the President, and the jeers
and innuendos of which he has been made the object by the
metropolitan press, especially that portion of it which is sup-
porting the present administration, will not result in any good
either for the country or the administration. I do not presume
that there is a Senator here who does not know that the oppo-
sition to this measure among the farmers is real, and that the
farmers who appeared before the Finance Commitiee of the
Senate in opposition to it were here in sincere earnestness be-
cause they were convinced of the injustice of the measure and
the destructive effects which it will have on agriculture.

This bill places whatever the farmer produces on the free list,
and the arguments for it have largely been devoted to stating
that this will not injure the farmer in any way, that it will not
affect the prices that he receives for his products. Especially
in the case of wheat it has been industriously reported that the
price is made in Liverpool, and that, consequently, anything
that we may do in this matter will have no effect on that price.
It is noticeable that those who are industriously making this
statement are those who have nothing more than an academie
interest in the price of wheat or else have certain interests in
the adoption of this measure. The farmer and the grain buyer
hoth seem to be convineced that it will affect the price, and that
its effect will be to lower the price. Without exception, so far
a8 I have noticed, all those who have had to do with the han-
dling of grain, whose success or failure has often depended on
their ability to judge the market and determine its probable
trend, whether it be as buyer or seller, seem to be convinced

that the free admission of Canadian wheat can have but one
effect, and that is to lower the price to the American farmer.
Those who have to back their opinion with hard cash seem to
be satisfied that the effect of removing the duty will be to lower
the price. The very day that the Minneapolis wheat traders
received the news of the Canadian agreement there was a
break in the wheat prices at Minneapolis. In the market re-
ports published by such papers as the Minneapolis Journal,
which supports this agreement, this break wag asecribed to the
belief that the agreement would result in lower prices. Whether
that belief be correct or erroneous, there is no getting around
the fact that the break in the market and the subsequent lower
prices for wheat were due to it. :

There are those who, looking at our exports of wheat every
year, are unable to comprehend why the removal of the tariff
on wheat should have any effect on the price. Most people
know that our consumption of wheat is gradually overtaking
our production, and that our exports are consequently decreas-
ing. The exports for the fiseal years ending June 30, 1908,
1909, and 1910, were 163,043,669 bushels, 114,268468 bushels,
and 87,364,318 bushels, respectively.

Mr. McCUMBER. I should like to ask my colleague if that
does not include flour?

Mr. GRONNA. Yes; it includes flour.

Mr. McCUMBER. I wished to make it clear.

Mr. GRONNA. This includes the wheat flour, reduced to
bushels at the rate of 4} bushels to the barrel. The exports
for the calendar years 1908, 1909, and 1910 of wheat and wheat
flour were 151,338,124 bushels, 92,085,643 bushels, and 61,923,207
bushels, respectively. The 1910 crop of wheat was 695,443,000
bushels. It will thus be seen that the export of wheat and flour
during the calendar year 1910 was somewhat less than 9
per cent of the number of bushels raised that year. It would
appear to many that this would be sufficient to have the effect
of reducing the price in our markets to the level of the Liver-
pool market, less the cost of transporting the wheat to the
latter market. One difficulty with most people in considering
this guestion is that they do not distinguish between the dif-
ferent kinds and grades of wheat, and do not appreciate the
different milling qualities of the various grades. Further, many
people are apt to pursue the ingquiry as to where the wheat goes
no further when they learn that it was exported, taking it for
granted that every bushel sold abroad has the same effect in
tending to reduce the price in our domestic market to the Liver-
pool price as if sold in Liverpool.

During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1910, we exported in
all 46,679,876 bushels of wheat. Of this about 20,000,000
bushels went to England. Almost 6,000,000 bushels went to
Belginm. Over 5,000,000 bushels went to Germany. Over
3,000,000 bushels went to Mexico. During the same year we
exported in all 9,040,987 barrels of flour. Of this, 1,805,397
barrels went to England, 791,850 barrels to Cuba, almost
740,000 barrels to the Netherlands, and almost 669,000 barrels
to Hongkong. The rest of the flour and the rest of the wheat
was scattered among the other nations of the world. A little
reflection will convince anyone that with our wheat and flonr
distributed in this manner we are more independent of the
Liverpool market than we should be if all our surplus went to
that market, and the effect of the Liverpool price on our domes-
tic price consequently less marked.

There is another fact, however, which operates even more
strongly to make the Minneapolis and Duluth markets inde-
pendent of the Liverpool market. The three States producing
the bulk of the hard spring wheat are Minnesota, North Da-
kota, and South Dakota. The terminal markets for this wheat
are Minneapolis and Duluth. The milling qualities of this wheat
are greatly superior to those of the winter varieties, and all,
or practically all, of this wheat is ground into flour in this
country. The wheat which is exported and which competes
with the wheat of other countries in the Liverpool and other
foreign markets is either winter wheat or the other variety of
wheat called durum, or macaroni wheat, of which varying
quantities are grown in the three spring-wheat States. The
Secretary of Agriculture makes the following statement in his
1909 report in regard to the production of durum or macaroni
wheat :

The annual production of durum wheat at present, though difficult to
determine before taking a census, appears to be at least 50,000,000
buehels, and probably comes nearer to 60,000,000, * * * The export
now averages considerably over 20,000,000 bushels per annum,

The export of all kinds of wheat for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1910—the crop of 1909—was, in round numbers, 47,000,-
000 bushels. Suobtracting the export of durum wheat and there
would remain not more,-and in all probability considerably less,
than 27,000,000 bushels as our export of winter and hard spring
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wheat. The supply of durum wheat has not been an appreciable
factor in fixing the price of the other kinds of wheat. Itisa wheat
that is not now to any extent used for flour in this country.
Only a few years ago our millers refused absolutely to buy and
grind it. Its price has consequently always been below that of
hard spring wheat., A few years ago the difference was as much
as 20 cents per bushel. At present the difference is about 10 or
11 cents. In considering the effect of the prices at Liverpool on
our domestic price, therefore, we must deduct the export of
durum wheat from our total wheat export, as this wheat has
in the past competed only indirectly with the other kinds of
wheat—in much the same manner, for instance, that oats com-
petes with barley. The remaining 27,000,000 bushels, consti-
tuting our total export of winter and spring wheat in 1910, was
practically all winter wheat. The statement was made before
the Finance Committee, and so far as I know it has not been
disputed either before the committee or elsewhere, that not
only do we not export any spring wheat, but that even
the best grades of northwestern flour never go to Europe.
Consequently, while the winter wheat, or part of it, is ex-
ported to Europe and other countries, and there comes in
competition with wheat from all parts of the world, the hard
spring wheat of Minnesota, North Dakota, and South Dakota
does not come into competition with the wheat produced in
other countries, and the world price of wheat does not deter-
mine the Minneapolis or Duluth price. The price in the Liver-
pool market has an indirect effect on the price at Minneapolis
and Duluth, as it affects the price of our winter wheat, and the
winter wheat will to some extent compete with our spring
wheat. If the supply of spring wheat is short, or if its price
is very much higher than that of winter wheat, for instance,
the winter wheat will to some extent take the place of the
spring wheat in the manufacture of flour, although the flour
thus manufactured will not compare in gquality with that made
from spring wheat. It is merely a case of accepting the inferior
article if the price of the better one is deemed too high.

How nearly independent we are of the Liverpool market is
even belter brought out if we take the exports of wheat and
wheat flour for the calendar year 1910. During that year we
exported, in ronnd numbers, 24,000,000 bushels in the form of
wheat and 37,000,000 bushels in the form of flour. If the esti-
mate of the Secretary of Agriculture that our export of durum
wheat is in excess of 20,000,000 bushels annually holds good,
and I see no reason for doubting it, it is apparent that even in
the case of spring wheat the effect of the world’s market on its
price is only indirect, due to the competition of the flour of
other countries with our flour in the world’s markets. How
much of the flour exported was durum wheat flour I have not
been able to learn; but it seems probable that some of it may
have been. Taking the lowest figures given by the Secretary
as to production and export of durum wheat, 50,000,000 bushels
and 20,000,000 bushels, respectively, would leave 20,000,000
bushels to be consumed and disposed of otherwise. The require-
ments for seed would not exceed four or five million bushels,
which would leave some 25,000,000 bushels unaccounted for.
While all of this may not be ground into flour in this country,
a large part of it undoubfedly is, and making allowance for
the consumption of some of it in this country, it seems proba-
ble to believe that part of the 37,000,000 bushels exported in
the form of flour was durum wheat.

The price of wheat in Canada, however, is dependent on the
Liverpool price becaunse of the large percentage of the crop
which they export. The wheat which they raise in the Cana-
dian northwest is practically all hard spring wheat; and as
they consume only part of if, the remainder is exported to be
sold in competition with the wheat from other countries. The
_result is that the price of No. 1 northern in Winnipeg has
been on the average some 11 cents less than the Minneapolis
and Duluth price. The Winnipeg price is the price of Port
Arthur, ready for export; it is the export price. It has been
urged that the difference in price is due’ to the difference in
freight charges, but it should be borne in mind that the dis-
tance to Liverpool by the Canadian route is some 600 or T00
miles shorter than by the American route. And as wheat can
be shipped through the United States in bond without the pay-
ment of duty, if the difference in price were due to the higher
freight charges in Canada, the Canadian wheat for export
would naturally be shipped through the United States in the
manner indicated, the effect of which would be to raise the
Winnipeg price. As shipping the wheat in bond does not have
this effect on the Winnipeg market, and as the price received
by the Canadian farmer for wheat to be shipped in bond
through the United States is from 10 to 15 cents less than
that received by the American farmer within 4 or 5 miles, or
sometimes less, of the same point, it is evident that the differ-
ence in price is not due to the difference in freight charges.

An attempt was made to show before the Finance Committee
that the difference was due to laws enacted in Canada, pro-
hibiting the trading in futures or hedging, and that this re-
striction on the grain trading at Winnipeg had resulted in de-
pressing the price below the Minneapolis level. The Winni-
peg Grain Hxchange, however, has denied that there is any law |
preventing hedging, and has stated that couniry elevators sell
daily purchases as hedge as regular thing, and that the ex-
change floor business at Winnipeg is practically the same as at
Minneapolis. I do not see there can be any escape from the
conclusion that the higher price for hard spring wheat in our
markets is due to the fact that our markets are independent of
the Liverpool market and the tariff on wheat prevents the im-
portation of wheat from Canada. Lest anyone should think
that perhaps the Canadian wheat is an inferior product, I will
say that No. 1 northern wheat in Canada must weigh 60
pounds to the bushel, while No. 1 northern wheat in the mar-
kets in this eountry is not required to weigh more than 58
pounds to the bushel. It consequently takes befter wheat to
grade No. 1 northern in Canada than it does in the United
States.

In order to secure definite information as to what the differ-
ence actually is between the price received by the American
farmer for wheat and that received by the Canadian farmer, I
wrote to Mr. George McLean, a grain dealer at Sarles, N. Dak.
Besides buying American wheat, Mr. McLean buys Canadian
wheat in bond. In buying Canadian wheat he has the competi-
tion of the Canadian wheat buyers in the neighboring Canadian
towns, and, of course, has to pay at least the full price that
the Canadian buyers do, and possibly a little more, as in all
probability the Canadian farmer has to haul his grain a little
farther in order to sell it to Mr. McLean than he has to in order.
to reach his Canadian markets. Sarles is located some 3
or 4 miles south of the Canadian boundary. North of the
boundary line are the towns of Cartwright, Clearwater, and
Crystal City—none of them more than 10 miles from the line.
These towns are situated in the Province of Manitoba, on a
branch of the Canadian Pacific Railroad, within 100 miles of
the great city of Winnipeg. I wish to insert here, and have
made a part of my remarks, Mr. McLean's reply, which gives
the prices paid for American and Canadian wheat at Sarles
during the months of October and November last: ]

Sanres, N. DAE., Moy 27, 1911,

Hon. A. J. GrOoxNA,
Washingten, D. C.

My DEir Mgr. GRONNA: Replgi.n% to gzur letter of the 23d instant
regarding the prices paid for wheat in Sarles, I submit the following:

Canadian
American
Dates. wheat in
wheat. bond

0 3 E 1 [ S e R A S S e e $0.97 $0. 85
Oct. b, 1910.......« e T e 98 g2
Oct. 7, 1910... L00 .85
Oct 11, 1910.. 9 .85
Oct. 12, 1910.. .98 83
Oct. 15, 1910.. .96 .83
Oct. 17, 1910..... .95 .81
L e L e e .98 .81
Oct. 25, 1910.. .91 .81
Oct. 29, 1910.. 92 .70
Nov.1,1910.. .89 7
Nov. 2,1910 .. 90 7
Nov. 3,1910 ..... .88 .75
5 .88 T

89 W77

.88 T

.91 .79

.93 « 79

.3 .80

91 .80

91 P

Mr. Gronna, these are actual prices paid on the above dates and can
be verified if necessary.

Yours, very respectfully, GrorGE McLrAN.

Mr. McOUMBER., I wish to state to my colleague that the
Canadian wheat is purchased and sold in bond, so that no
tariff has to be paid on it.

Mr. GRONNA. Certainly; no tariff at all has to be paid.
I shall touch upon that point in a few moments.

The difference in price at Sarles in favor of the American
market ranges from 10 to 15 cents, and averages just a little
less than 13 cents during the two months for which the prices
are given. Is it any wonder that the Canadian farmer is anx-
ions to enter the American markets with his wheat when he
sees his neighbor right across the boundary line—only a few
miles distant, their fields perhaps touching—receive on the
average 13 cents more for every bushel of wheat that he sells?
And is it any wonder that the American farmer is opposed to
an agreement which will permit the Canadians to sell their
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surplus in the markets of this counfry, and which everyone
expects will result in bringing the markets in the two countries
to the same level?

The free admission of Canadian wheat in competition with
our hard spring wheat can have ne other effect than bringing
the markets for this kind of wheat in the two countries to the
same level. Whether the immediate result would be to reduce
the American market to the present level of the Canadian mar-
ket, or whether the Canadian price would be increased some-
what, I shall not undertake to say. In view of the large sur-
plus which Canada even now has, however, I am inclined to be-
lieve that the price of wheat would rise little in Canada, if at
all. There would be a decided decline in the price on this side
of the line, Of the ultimate result there can be little doubt.
Canada has such vast possibilities before her as a wheat-raising
country that only a very few years would be required until her
production of the hard varieties of wheat would far exceed the
combined consumption of the two countries, and the price re-
ceived for the surplus exported and sold in the werld's mar-
kets would determine the price received by the Amiean as
well as the Canadian farmers.

Another effect which the free admission of Canndian wheat
would have, distinet from that above noted, which may not be
apparent to one who is not conversant with actual econditions,
ig the effect of dumping a large supply of wheat into the termi-
nal markeis in the fall. The Canadian Northwest is a new
country. In new wheat-growing countries the grain is sold
practically from the thrashing machine, The new settler needs
money to pay the bills contracted during the year, which are
payable as scon as he has thrashed his wheat, and hurries his
grain to the market as soon as it reaches him from the spout
of the thrashing machine. The resuit is that most of the wheat
is marketed at practically the same time, and the markets are
glutted. The unusually heavy receipts invariably result in un-
duly low prices, and the farmer who is compelled fo sell in the
same market at that time receives less for his wheat than it is
actually worth. In sections that have been longer settled the
grain is marketed more gradually and the prices are more
stable. If Canadian wheat is admitted free there can be no
doubt that the millions of bushels of wheat produced in that
new country will come pouring over the border in the fall of
the year and glut the Minneapolis and Duluth markets to the
further injury of the American wheat grower.

The President has stated at varions times that conditions
of production are so similar on the two sides of the boundary
line that it is evident that the Canadian farmers have mo
advantage over ours, and that consequently the Republican
platform, which declares for a tariff sufficient to cover the dif-
ference in cost of preduction at home and abroad, is not violated
by this agreement. As a matter of fact the conditions are not
gimilar. The mere fact that wages may be the same per day,
and that there may not be much difference in the cost of living,
does not make the conditions of producing grain similar. Other
things have to be taken into consideration. Old land will
require more cultivation to produce a crop than new land, and
may reguire the use of fertilizers. With the same cultivation
the new land will produce a crop much greater than the old
land, and the labor cost per unit of production on the old land
may be several times that on the new land, even though the daily
wages pald may be exactly the same. Further, land in an
old settled section will cost more than new land in a country
just opening up. Now, Canada has the new, cheaper, more
productive lands, and we have the older, less productive, dearer
lands. It would seem that no argument would be needed to
convinee anyone that with these conditions the cost of raising

. a bushel of wheat is necessarily greater in the United States
than in Canada, and yet the statement is gravely made and
reiterated whenever an attempt is made to show that the
farmer has no right to complain beeause of this measure.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Braxpreee in the chair).
Does ile Benator from North Dakota yield to the Senator from
Minnesota?

Mr. GRONNA. With pleasure.

Mr. CLAPP. T take it that the Senator is about to leave
that particular question; and, if so, I desire to make a sugges-
tion at that point.

Mr. GRONNA. I will be very glad to yield to the Senator.

Mr. CLAPP. The question of the balanece of, trade in non-
competitive articles, of course, simply means that one country
must buy noncompetitive articles somewhere. If they buy them
all of one eountry, it means nothing as to ecompetition, but the
balance of trade in competitive articles means something as to
the ability of a country to compete. According to the Presi-
dent's own figures, the balance of trade for the year ending the

1st of July, 1910, I think, in favor of the United States was
$119,000,000, but to get that balanece of trade the United Siates
had to sell enough additional in Canada to make up a balance
of trade against us in agricultural products; in other words, take
the articles which this bill advances to the free list—and I use
the word “ advances*” advisably, for corn is already on the free
list and of course we have a balance of trade on corn.

Mr. GRONNA. And the same is true of cotton.

Mr. CLAPP. Yes; but take the articles which this bill ad-
vances to the free list, consisting principally of farm products,
and in those articles for that year Canada had a balance of
trade against us of $22,000,000. There is a concrete fact of more
value, it seems to me, than all the disputes by the day as to
whether a man gets $1.13 or $1.12 in cne country or the other.
In this balancing of competitive articles the balance was against
us $22,000,000, which shows beyond any controversy that we
simply can not compete with Canada upon those articles, and
yet those are the articles it is proposed to advance to the
free list.

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. President, the Senator is absolutely cor-
rect in that statement, according to my view. The agreement
will not only be detrimental to the farmer in that it will de-
press his prices, but it will be detrimental to the country as a
whole.

Mr. Collins, testifying before the Senate Finance Committee,
gives the cost of raising a bushel of wheat in Minnesota and
the two Dakotas as 65 cents per bushel, and in Saskatchewan
as 39 cents per bushel. The cost, according to these figures, is
20 cents less in Baskatchewan. Mr., Chamberlain, testifying
before the same committee, arrives at a cost of 57 cents per
bushel in the United States and 40 cents per bushel in Canada—
a difference of 17 cents per bushel in favor of the Canadian
farmer. Mr. Chamberlain does not seem to have taken into
account, however, the higher price of land in the United
States—as he takes §8 as the cost per acre of raising wheat in
both countries—which would operate to make the difference in
cost per bushel greater than that given by him. Mr. Thomas H.
Cooper, of the State University of Minnesota, submitted to the
Select Commitiee on Wages and Prices of Commodities a state-
ment showing that the average cost of production on a number
of farms, records for which for a series of years have been
kept at the university, was as follows for the years 1008 and
1909 : Wheat, 75 cents per bushel; oats, 38.3 cents per bushel;
corn, 41.2 cents per bushel; barley, 40.9 cents per bushel; flax,
$1.087 per bushel; potatoes, 30 cents per bushel. I believe
that these figures more nearly represent the actual cost of the
above-named farm products than those of Mr, Collins and Mr,
Chamberlain. I have had figures submitted to me, however, by
actual farmers in North Dakota showing a much higher cost
of production than those of Mr. Cooper. Without expressing
any opinion as to what the exact cost of raiging a bushel of
wheat may be, I will say that I do not see how anyone who
has taken the trouble to inquire as to the yield in the Canadian
Northwest and the yields in our wheat-producing States and
the prices of Innds in the two countries, can make the state-
ment that it costs no more to produce a bushel of wheat in the
United Btates than it does in Canada. The average yield of
the Canadian wheat fields in 1909 was 213 bushels per acre.
The average yield of the United States the same year was 15.8
bushels per acre. The yield in Minnesota was 16.8 bushels; in
North Dakota, 13.7; in South Dakota, 14.1. The average yield
in the United States in 1910 was 141 bushels. In Minnesota
the yield was 16 bushels; in South Dakota, 12.8 bushels; in
North Dakota, 5 bushels. The yield in Canada was also some-
what less than the year before, the total wheat crop being
some 17,000,000 bushels less, while the acreage was greater.

I have spent considerable time on the question of how this
measure will affect the price of wheat, becanse wheat is the
great staple production of my State. The prosperity of the
farmers of North Dakota depends on the wheat crop amnd the
price received for that crop. Last year there was a short crop
because of dreught, and it seems an act of wanton erumelty to
inflict this measure on the farmers of that section, when they
will need every dollar they can possibly receive for their grain
in erder to recover from the setback received last year.

In the case of barley the measure will nof affect the North
Dakota farmer as much as it will the farmers of other States.
When we come to flax, however, the blow agnin strikes the
farmers of my State. North Dakota usually produces about
three-fifths of all the flax raised in this country. The annual
production of flax in the United States is msually about 25,000,-
000 bushels. Practically all of this is consumed in the United
States. Inm the fiscal year ending Jume 30, 1900, we exported
882,889 bushels, and in the year ending June 30, 1910, only
65,1903 bushels. This year considerable quantities will have
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to be imported, as last year’s production was only slightly
more than 14,000,000 bushels. The price in this country is
consequently not dependent on the markets in other countries.
And yet it is contended that removing this duty will not in any
way affect the farmer. The production of flax in Canada is in-
creasing, the acreage in 1910 being more than three times that
in 1909. The average yield of flax in the United States was
9.4 bushels in 1909; in 1910 it was 4.8 bushels, In Canada the
average yields for the same years were 15.98 bushels and 7.97
bushels, respectively. With the free admission of Canadian
flax it will inevitably result in lowering the price of flax in
this couniry. And it is to be noted in the case of flax, as in
that of wheat, that the removal of the tariff will not result in
decreasing the cost to the consumer as the tariff is still retained
on linseed oil. The more a person studies this measure the
more is he impressed with the care which has been taken to
retain the duties on manufactures, while removing it on raw
materials. I will say that by “raw materials” I mean the
products of the farmer, which, of course, as my colleague [Mr.
McCuMmeEr] suggests to me, are not raw materials, but the
farmers' finished products.

Some supporters of this measure are wont to speak of Cana-
dians In farm products as negligible, and refer to the exports of
Canadian wheat, for instance, as unimportant. While I do not
like to advertise the advantages of a foreign country as com-
pared with our own, I feel it incumbent upon me to eall attention
to some of the facts with regard to Canada. West of the Red
River of the North, and stretching northward from the bound-
ary of the United States, lies the great Canadian Northwest.
Stretching 1,000 miles from Winnipeg to the Rockies, and 500
miles northward from the boundary, she has what is claimed to
be the largest unbroken wheat field in the world. The area of
the three prairie Provinees, Manitoba, Saskatchewan, and
Alberta is equal to the combined areas of Minnesota, Wisconsin,
Jowa, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and Missouri.
The future wheat production of this region is estimated at from
1,000,000,000 to 1,600,000,000 bushels, or from one and a half to
two and a half times the present production of the United
States; and yet it is said that the enactment of the reciprocity
bill will not affect the American farmer. In 1909 Saskatchewan
alone, with 50,000,000 of her 60,000,000 acres of arable land un-
broken prairies, produced 91,000,000 bushels of wheat. In addi-
tion to that she produced more than 105,000,000 bushels of oats,
almost 8,000,000 bushels of barley, and nearly 4,500,000 bushels
of flax. Alberta has 100,000,000 acres of agricultural land, with
only 1,000,000 at present under cultivation. Manitoba is the
oldest of the three Provinces, but it is estimated that only 20
per cent of her arable land is under cultivation.

During the year ending March 31, 1910, 208,794 immigrants
entered Canada, 103,708 of whom came from the United States.
It does not require a prophet to see what the effect on wheat
raising in the United States will be of the free admission of
Canadian grain. In two or three years Canada will export
more wheat and flour than we do. If we admit her wheat free,
not only will it compete with our hard spring wheat and force
the price down to the level of the world’s market, but it will
displace a large part of the winter wheat which is now mixed
with the northwestern hard wheat for milling purposes, and
the States producing winter wheat will be compelled to find a
market for most of their product abroad, instead of exporting
only the surplus as at present. It should be further noted in
this connection—and I ask the Senate to pay particular at-
tention to this—that with the tariff removed from wheat the
American wheat grower is in danger of belng discriminated
against in the matter of freight rates. The American railroads
will be sure of the carrying of the American grain, but for the
carrying of the Canadian grain they will have to compete with
the Canadian lines, the inevitable result of which would seem
to be lower rates for Canadian producers than for American
producers. The American farmers being at noncompetitive
points will have to help pay the cost of carrying the grain of
the Canadian farmers located at competitive points. There can
be no question about that, Mr. President.

President Taft made a speech at Chicago on the 3d of June
in which he undertook to defend this agreement. In connee-
tion with his discussion of the effects of the measure on agri-
culture, he makes the following statement:

Canada is so far north that her agricultural products are praec-
tically limited fto wheat, rye, barley, oats, potatoes, live cattle, horses,
and dalry products.

He might have added to the above flax and hay, and he
would have no difficulty in finding a number of States on this
gide of the line whose agricultural products are limited to those
enumerated. He dwells upon the fact that Canada produces
no cotton and little corn as a reason why this measure will not

injure the farmer. It would seem that it was hardly necessary
to call attention to the fact that Canada will not be a com-
petitor in the production of cotton and corn. She does produce
the produets enumerated above, and when we admit these free
of duty they must inevitably compete with our produects. The
reason that Canada entered into this agreement was that she
wanted a better market for these products. and she expects io
find it in this country. Canada had no duty on either cotton
or corn, and we had no duty on cotton. The removal of the
duty on corn is not going to affect the price of either of those
products in any way, and I do not know that anyone has main-
tained that it will. The crops which the different Provinces of
Canada produce, however, are the crops that our border States
across the line from those Provinces produce. and whether we
like to admit it or not, it can not be denied that the Canadian
products will compete with ours in our own markets.
The President continues:

She (Canada) imports a large amount of cottonseed oil, which, by
the Canadian reeiproclty treaty, is now made free; she can not fatten
cattle as they are fattened In the United States, and therefore It has
become very profitable for American farmers to import young cattle
from Canadaeven with the duty on them and to fatten them for the
Chicago market.

Now, mark this—

The United Btates Imports into Canada a great many more horses
than she exports from the Canadlans. B8he sends to Canada a much
larger amount of potatoes than sghe receives from her. The United
States imports Into Canada about 15 times as much of meat and dairy
products as Canada imports into the United States.

Mr. President, I deny that statement, or at least a part of it.

The President apparently expects the farmer to derive some
benefit from the free admission of cottonseed oil by Canada,
but as the farmer does not manufacture cottonseed oil, I believe
it must be conceded that if any benefit is derived it will not
be by the farmer, So far as the statement that it has become
very profitable for the American farmers to import Canadian
cattle, even with the duty on them and fo fatten them for the
Chicago market, is concerned, I have been unable to find any-
thing that would in any way warrant such an assertion. The
number of cattle imported from Canada, on which duty was
paid, during the fiscal year 1909, was 10,061. In 1910 the num-
ber was 5,168. The receipts of cattle at our prinecipal markets
are somewhat more than 9,000,000 a year. Whatever may be
the result of the removal of the duty on cattle, it is apparent
that there is not now any such industry as the importation of
Canadian cattle for the purpose of fattening them for the Chi-
cago market, as the President seems to have been led to believe,
Farmers appearing before the Finance Committee flatly contra-
dicted the statement that Canadian cattle were imported for this
purpose, If it were a fact that the Canadian farmers can raise
catile so much cheaper than the Americans that cattle can
profitably be imported under the present duty, it would appear
an argument for increasing the duty rather than removing it,
if the farmer is to be treanted as other producers are in the
matter of tariff legislation. The present tariff, however, appears
to be fully protective. The total number of cattle of all kinds
in the United States is, in round numbers, 70,000,000. The
total number in Canada is 7,000,000, The result of the removal
of the duty would no doubt be an increasing import of cattle
from Canada, resulting in lower prices for our cattle raisers,
cheaper cattle for the packers, and no reduction in the price of
meat paid by the consumer,

The statement that we send to Canada a much larger amount
of potatoes than we receive from her is not quite exact. The
imports from and exports to Canada of potatoes for the last
five years are as follows:

Years,

Our total imports of potatoes from Canada for the last five
years are 1,888,421 bushels, and our exports to Canada 791,588
bushels. So we do not export as many potatoes to Canada
as we import from that country. These figures are taken from
Commerce and Navigation of the United States for the year
1910, and are presumably correct.

The President’s statement that we export fifteen times as
much meat and dairy produets to Canada as we import from
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Canada is in danger of being misleading, so far as dairy prod-
ucts are concerned. In the fiscal year 1910 we exported to
Canada dairy products to the value of §86,230, while we im-
ported dairy products to the value of $831,378. Our imports
of these products were almost ten times as great as our exports.
These imports came into our country in spite of our duties of G
cents a pound on butter and cheese, 2 cents a gallon on milk,
and 5 cents a gallon on c¢ream. The removal of the duties on
these products will, of course, result in a greatly increased im-
portation, with the usual result on the prices received by our
dairy farmers.

Now, I want my friend from New Jersey [Mr. MARTINE]
to pay partienlar attention, inasmuch as he is a farmer. So
far as meat products are concerned the President is correct
in the statement that we export to Canada far more than
we import from Canada, but the farmer does not export and
sell these products, and the duties on them have not been re-
moved. The Beef Trust sells the meat products, and it will
still have the benefit of a high protective duty.

The President says further:

The only real importation of agricultural products that we ma;
R:ct from Canada of any considerable amount will consist of w eﬁ
rley, rye, and oats. world price of these four cereals s fix
abroad, where the surplus from the producing countries is disposed of,
and s little affected the place fprom which the mppl{hl.s derived.
Canadian wheat nets, perhaps, 10 cents less a bushel to the producer

than what grows In the Dakotas or in Minnesota—

Now, mark this. The President admits that the Canadian
farmers receive 10 cents a bushel less, and then he gives the
reason or attempts to do so—
due to the fact that exporting that wheat and warehousing it and
transporting it to I;Iverp%%l !sgconsldmbiy greater than the cost to
the Dakota farmer of osing of his wheat to the millers of Minne-
apolis or sending it abroad.

Besides the agricultural products mentioned by the President
Canada will also send us cattle, sheep, potatoes, hay, dairy
products, and flaxseed. Consul Frank Deedmeyer, Charlotte-
town, Prince Edward Island, makes the following interesting
report as to what that small island has now available for ex-

ex-
eq

port to the United States in the event of the passage of this |

measure :

There are now available in Prince Edward Island for shipment to
the United States, if freed from tari® duties, 100,000 bushels of
potatoes, 500,000 bushels of turnips and other roots, 2,000,000 bushels
of oats, 100,000 bushels of seed oatslm}m,ml} tons of hay, 600,000
pounds of cheese, 100,000 pounds of butter, 1,000,000 dozen eggs.

The President makes the bald statement that the difference in
the price of wheat received by the North Dakota farmer and that
received by the Canadian farmer is due to the greater cost of
“exporting that wheat and warehousing it and transporting
it to Liverpool” I do not happen to have any figures at hand
as to the transportation charges from Port Arthur to Liver-
pool and from Duluth to Liverpool, but it was stated before the
Finance Committee, and I am sure my colleague will bear me
out in the statement that they are the same. If the difference
in price were due to the greater cost of transporting the
Canadian wheat to Liverpool, the difference in price ought to
be, approximately, equal to the difference in cost of transporta-
tion. Now, even if the Canadian transportation system were so
much inferior to ours that it cost the Canadian exporter 10
cents more to ship a bushel of wheat to Liverpool than it costs
the American exporter, as the President would have us believe,
the Canadian has the very simple alternative of shipping his
wheat in bond—of taking advantage of our superior trans-
portation facilities and shipping his grain through the United
States without paying any duty. As he sells his grain for
10 cents less than his American cousin receives and does not
ship his wheat in bond—or if he does does it not result in his
receiving the same price—there surely must be some other
reason for this difference.

The President continues:

If, now, the duty Is to be taken off of wheat and the Canadian
wheat can come to the millers of Minneapolis and other places, it can
and will be made into flour, because the capacity of the American mills

88 per cent greater than is needed to mill the wheat of this country.

I am quoting from the President’s speech—

Canadian wheat can be imported and ground into flour without ma-
terially reducing the demand for or price of American wheat, and the
surplus will be sent abroad as flour., The price of Canadian wheat will
doubtless be increased a few cents by access to the market nearer at
hand, but the access to the market nearer at hand will not reduce the
price of his wheat to the American farmer, for the reasons stated.

If, as the President says, the capacity of the American mills
is 33 per cent greater than the production of American wheat,
why is it that we every year export more wheat as wheat than
in the form of flour? Why shounld not these American mills
find work in the grinding of American wheat instead of Can-
dadian wheat? If the reason that more American wheat is not
exported as flour is that the European countries discriminate

against our flour in favor of our wheat, would not that same
cause operate as against grinding Canadian wheat, proceeding
on the assumption that the President’s premises are correct?
And further, if there are other reasons, not apparent, which
prevent the American mills from grinding their full capacity of
American wheat, why do not those mills now grind Canadian
wheat in bond or under the drawback privilege? The mills can
import Canadian wheat, under the present law, and grind it,
and if they export the flour and by-products they are refunded
99 per cent of the duty paid, in other words they are required
to pay a duty of only one-fourth cent per bushel. If it is not
profitable to do this and export the flour now, will it be profit-
able to grind Canadian wheat for export if the duty is re-
moved? And if, as seems the inevitable conclusicn, that flour
will not be exported, how can we escape from the conclusion
that the flour made from Canadian wheat will displace an equal
amount of flour made from American wheat?

The President continues in his enumeration of the benefits to
be derived by the American farmer:

A very material benefit to all the farmers of the country, es
the stock and cattle raisers and the dairy farmers, will be the

roducts of bran and shorts from the flour mills likely to follow the
ree export of wheat from Canada to those mills. These by-products
are now so scarce and so high priced that many farmers are unable to
procure them.

Will any Senator here tell me how the farmer is going to
buy his bran and shorts any cheaper with a duty of 12} cents
per hundred or $2.50 per ton?

Mr, CLAPP. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. GRONNA. Yes.

Mr. CLAPP. Of course he could not get it any cheaper, but
he could have some consolation possibly—ithat is, if he could
follow some people’s theory, the evident theory of the authors
of this bill—in the thought that the wheat which had been
| made from it had been put on the free list. That would be
| about all the consolation he would get out of it.
| Mr. GRONNA. That is correct.

If the price of bran and shorts is so high now that many
farmers are unable to procure them, as the President states,
the simple and effective way to remedy this would be to place
these by-products on the free list.

I believe my farmer friend the Senator from New Jersey
| [AIr. MarTINE] will agree with me on that.

This measure retains a duty of 12} cents per 100 pounds. If,
as there is reason to believe, the free admission of wheat will
merely give the millers cheaper wheat, and permit them fo
grind Canadian wheat instead of American wheat, without
materially increasing the amount of wheat ground, there will
be no increase of the supply of bran and shorts and their price
will not be lowered. The removal of the duty on the raw ma-
terial is not an effective way of reducing the price of either the
manufactured product or the by-product so long as the duties on
those remain. :

The President, after reiterating his belief that the adoption
of this measure will not reduce the price of wheat and other
farm produets “in any marked way,” coniinues:

It will, however, by enlarging the source of supply, prevent undue
fluctuations, and it will and ought to prevent an exorbitant increase
in the prices of farm products—

I hope every farmer will pay marked attention to this. T still
quote from the President’s speech— >
which, as they have been for the last three or four years, have Inured
greatly to the profit of all engaged in agriculture.

Who is there here who will take and defend the utterances
made by a Republican President against the interests of all the
American producers of this great country?

Mr. CLAPP, I do not see the Senator from Missouri [Mr,
SToxE] present,

Mr, GRONNA. I like the Senator from Missouri. I wish he
were here. He honored me with his presence for a little while,
I only hoped he would remain, and I believe that even the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missourl would have learned some-
thing about wheat and a few other things,

Reduced to its lowest terms, this expression of the President
means that while the measure will not reduee the price of wheat
and other farm products below the present level, it will, and
the President hopes it will, prevent the price from increasing in
the future.

The only undue fluctuations that it will prevent will be the
increase in price due to short crops. In other words, when
our farmers suffer from drought, as did the western farmers last
year, and it becomes a serfous question with them how to tide
over until the next crop is harvested, the President would have
the Canadian wheat as a supply to fall back upon in order to
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prevent the farmer from getting a slightly higher price for his
wheat because of the shortage.

That is the statement made by my friend the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. HircHoock], if I remember correctly.

The President enters a flat denial of the statement that be-
cause of our higher tariffs the price of living is higher here
than in Canada, and in support of this denial points to two
facts: (1) We export to Canada $225,000,000 worth of goods
of the widest variety of manufactures, while England, having
a preference of 33} per cent in the matter of tariffs, exports
goods to Canada worth only $93,000,000. (2) In negotiating
this agreement the President directed the American commis-
sioners *to secure as great a cut in the duties on manufac-
tures in Canada as they could,” but they were unable to secure
any more than appears in this treaty, for the reason that
Canada would not expose her manufacturers to the competi-
tion of American manufacturers, which is a very conclusive
proof that the manufactured products that enter into the cost
of living are higher in Canada than they are in the United
States. With regard to the first fact, it might be suggested
that most people would regard it as proof that our manu-
facturers can compete with the English manufacturers on
even terms, at least in the Canadian markets, and presumably
in our markets, and that they consequently do not need pro-
tection. The same persons would not necessarily find the
second proof conclusive, for the reason that it has often been
charged that the American manufacturers are in the habit of
gelling their goods cheaper in Canada than in the United
States, and that while the Canadian manufacturers may be-
lieve that the American manufacturers can sell their goods
cheaper than they themselves can gell the same gocds, it is no
proof that the American manufacturers do sell those goods
cheaper in the American markets.

I want my distingnished friend again to pay attention to
this, because I know he will be interested in what I am about
to say. I remember he asked some questions a couple of
weeks ago why the opening up of the new Northwestern States
had not caused a decline in the lands in neighboring States. I
am not quoting the Senator verbatim, but, I believe, in substance,
and I am going to show him—at least I shall attempt to show—
how it works.

The President, to disprove the contention that the free admis-
sion to our markets of the producis of the cheaper Canadian
lands will operate to lower the prices of farm lands in this
country, cites the fact that the value of the lands in Ohio,
Indiana, Illinois, Towa, Wisconsin, and other States has in-
creased in spite of the opening up of the lands in Kansas,
Nebraska, and North and South Dakota in the two decades
from 1890 to 1910. The conditions are not quite the same, how-
ever. On the opening up of the new wheat lands in the newer
States, Iowa, Illinois, and the other States mentioned did sur-
render the growing of wheat very largely to the new States,
turning their attention to raising corn and hogs. If there had
not been these other things to turn fo, the value of their lands
would beyond a doubt have beeh seriously affected. Kansas
and Nebraska ean hardly be said to have been opened up since
1800, The population of Nebraska has increased only 130,000
since 1800, and the population of Kansas about 270,000. Be-
tween 1830 and 1900 the population of Kansas increased only
42,000, and the population of Nebraska only 3,644. This in
spite of the fact that both of these States are great corn
States, Kansas producing 169,000,000 bushels in 1910, and
Nebraska 206,000,000 bushels, The only States that exceeded
Nebraska's production-last year were Illinois, Iowa, and Mis-
gourl. In the case of the competition of Canadian Iands, how-
ever, it must be borne in mind that not all the States on this
side of the line can turn to other crops. North Dakota will
continue to raise wheat, flax, oats, and barley, if it raises any-
thing, and it will have to do this in competition with the cheaper
and more productive Canadian lands. This can have only one
effect on land values in that State. Some of the other States
at present growing wheat and other small grains may turn to
corn, but there will be a decided loss because of the forced
change of crop and the increased competition in the raising of
corn. Even States that may not feel the Canadian competition
directly will be affected indirectly.

That is just how Kansas and Nebraska are going to be affected
and every corn-producing State. Further, the area with which
we are now to be brought into competition is greatly in excess
of that brought into competition with our older lands by the
opening up of our last west. As has been shown, the three
prairie Provinces of Canada contain as much land as eight or
nine of the States comprising our Middle West, and practically all
of it is fitted for the production of wheat and other grains. With
the efforts of the Canadian Government, the Canadian rail-

roads, and the land companies to promote immigration to that
region, the opening up of the Canadian lands will proceed at a
much more rapid rate than did the opening up and settlement of
our lands. The settling of North Dakota has been in progress
for 30 years.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. GRONNA. Yes.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. As I recall it, the question which I ad-
dressed here upon the floor to a Senator who had been speak-
ing was something like this: He had guoted from some statisti-
cal tables to show that the average value of farm lands in
North Dakota was some $40 or $45 per acre, whereas in Canada
the land was worth $20 or $25 per acre, and he drew the con-
clusion that if that $25 land in Canada was thrown into com-
petition with the $40 land in North Dakota the results would
be disastrous to the North Dakota farmer. The guestion I put
to him was whether he argued from that that the competition
of the North Dakota farmer with the $40 land had been dis-
astrous to the farmers in Nebraska with their $100 land; and
I drew his attention to the fact that there is as much disparity
in the value of farm lands in the agricultural States of the
United States as there is between the value of farm lands in
North Dakota and Canada, and that these lands nevertheless
competed with each other withont any serious consequences.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. GRONNA. Yes.

Mr. BORAH. Does the Senator from Nebraska contend that
these lands compete with each other without any serious conse-
quences?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. My impression is that the prosperity of
Nebraska was not seriously affected by the development of
North Dakota, and we in Nebraska have rejoiced to see the
neighboring States and Territories develop. We would rather
see a State like North or South Dakota prosperous in its agri-
culture than to see it a desert waste; and so it seems to me
the peopleof the United States would rather see a great prosper-
ous agricultural empire in Canada than to see a rolling desert
of Sahara there. I believe it is a better neighbor.

Mr. BORAH. It might make some difference whether they
are under our flag or under another man's flag. But does not
the Senator from Nebraska think that the opening of Nebraska
and Iilinois and Wisconsin and all that great region had a very
powerful effect upon the productiveness, or the capacity to pro-
duce, of the eastern farmer?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I think the fact is that the eastern farmer
had exhausted his land and that his crop average had been re-
duced year by year until it was approaching the point where it
would be impossible to continue the cultivation,

Mr. BAILEY. Except at high prices.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I think, furthermore, that the develop-
ment of a neighboring State in the way it is pictured that Can-
ada will develop will immeasurably improve the conditions in
the United States for their mutual and reciprocal trade rela-
tions. I believe that this country will get great benefit, even
if Canada does develop in the marvelous way of which the
Senators tell and which I think is grossly exaggerated.

Mr. BORAH. If the Senator will pardon me for just a
moment, when the lands of the Middle West were opened up
the farms in the East began to be abandoned. Within the last
seven or eight years those farms are again being taken up and
rehabilitated, owing to the increase in the price of farm prod-
ucts. Now, the question is whether it is better for us to raise
our own products, when we can, than to skin our farms, as we
will do in Nebraska and the Dakotas and other places, as we
did in the East, and move on to Canada.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I think the Senator from Idaho has
committed an inaccuracy there. The prices of farm products
are now no higher than they have been for 10 years in the past.

The fact is that there is an attempt being made to revive
the abandoned farms of the East, but it is an attempt that is
being made along scientific lines to make productive what has
heen allowed to become a desert, and allowed to become so by
exhaustion of the soil. The attempt is now being made not so
much by individual farmers as by great railroads to restore
those lands to productivity by putting enrichment upon them.

Mr. BORAH. And they are doing so because the price of
farm products warrants them in doing so.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. But the price of farm products is not
now so high as it was two years ago.

Mr. BORAH. That is true,
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Mr. HITCHCOCE.
recently.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator is about correct in his dates. It
was just about 10 years ago that the price of farm products
began to rise, and ever sinee that time there has been a no-
ticeable retardation of the movement from the farm to the city,
and the taking up of the abandoned farms and occupying them
and rehabilitating them and recultivating them have been
going on, and it has been by reason of the fact that the in-
crease in the price of farm products has warranted them in
doing =o.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Of course, I may say to my friend, the
Senator from Idaho, that there is also another reason why the
farms of the East were abandoned besides that they had be-
come exhausted. One reason is that the party to which the
Senator belongs for the last generation or more has been plac-
ing an enormous premium upen industrial occupations, has been
offering a great allurement to people to move into the cities
and to abandon their farms, and has been placing upon agri-
culture a great burden which, up to this time, it has endured
for the benefit of those cities and towns which have been
igrowmg while the country has been under a process of depopu-
ation.

Mr. BORAH. The charge that the Senator makes is, in a
measure, true. But until we secured the active agency and
cooperation of the party to which the Senator belongs we have
never been able to put the farmer upon a free-trade basis and
the manufacturer upon a highly protective basis, which the
SBenator and his party are helping us to do now.

Mr, HITCHCOCK. I call the attention of the Senator from
Idaho to the fact that the most distinguished Senator from
. New York [Mr. Roor], a prominent leader of the party to
which the Senator belongs, and of which he is also a leader,
upon the floor of the Senate within 10 days made the statement
the tariffs which have been placed upon the products of the
farm in the past have, in his opinion, been of no benefit to the
farmer,

Mr. BORAH. TUntil lately.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. No; he made the statement that they
had been in the past of no benefit to the farmer, although they
had been there for a generation, and although the Democratic
Party and the Democratic leaders had been arguing that those
tariffs placed upon agricultural products were put there for
the purpose of hoodwinking the farmer into the belief that he
had a share in the plunder of this protective tariff.

Mr. BORAH. I appeal to the Recorp, that the Senator from
New York used the exact language that until late the pro-
tective tariff had not been of benefit to the farmer—that until
late years he had not received any benefit therefrom.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. The Senator is mistaken. I quoted the
exact language of the Senator from New York.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. That has been reiterated a
half a dozen times by the Senator from New York.

Mr. WARREN, The Senator from New York distinetly stated
that if they would read all the language it would qualify what
they had quoted. J

Mr. GRONNA. In justice to the Senator from New York,
who does not happen to be present just now, I will gee that
that part of his remarks is inserted in my speech.

Mr. BAILEY. Right at this point——

Mr. STONE. May I be permitted to interpose?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. GRONNA. Yes

Mr. STONE. While the Senator is inserting the remarks of
the Senator from New York——

Mr. GRONNA. I intended to quote the Senator from New
York, but I have so many things that I want to touch upon that
I eliminated what would have made many pages.

Mr. STONE. Well, it is a pity the Senator did that, if what
he destroyed was as good as that he has delivered.

Mr. GRONNA. I am glad to know the Senafor from Missouri
appreciates it.

Mr. STONE. Yes. I want to suggest to my friend the Sen-
ator from North Dakota that while he is inserting what the
Senator from New York said, that which the Senator from
Nebraska has quoted——

Mr. WARREN. In part.

Mr. STONE. I suppose in part. He certainly did not quote
the entire speech,

Mr., GRONNA,
President.

Mr. STONE. I was going to suggest that it might be well
in a parallel column to insert a wise remark made by one of

And 10 years ago they were as high as

I said upon that particular point, Mr.
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the wisest of our colleagues, the distingunished senior Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. Nersox], during the debate on the Payne-
Aldrich bill. At that time, when answering a question pro-
pounded to him by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Borau], the
Senator from Minnesota said that while he could not at the
moment tell how many bushels of wheat had been raised in a
given year in Minnesota, he was prepared to state with the
utmost confidence that the tariff had never benefited the farmers
of Minnesota and had never added a farthing to the market
price of their wheat; that the market value of wheat was fixed
in Liverpool, and so on and so forth,

I am just suggesting that it would be most enlightening to
the public in general and to the constituency of my friend, the
Senator from North Dakota, in particular, if he would include
that among his quotations.

Mr, NELSON and Mr. BORAH addressed the Chair.

The VICE FPRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield, and to whom?

Mr, GRONNA. I yield to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. NELSON. I want to say to the Senator from Missouri
that T am very sorry to learn of the mental condition he is in
with respect to this question of wheat. I am unwilling to take
up the time of the Senator from North Dakota to answer him
at this time. But later on in the discussion I shall take pains to
give the Senator from Missouri gome of the A B (Vs in respect to
the prices of wheat, and hope to have him converted.

Mr, STONE. I do not know just what my friend means by
my mental condition—

Mr. NELSON. I refer to the guestion of wheat——

Mr. STONE. On the subject of wheat. I do not know just
what the Senator means. I know what I referred to, for I have
been quoting as nearly literally as I can from memory a very
wise expression, and a very correct one, delivered two years
ago on the floor of the Senate by my distingnished friend, the
Senator from Minnesota, and I have suggested that the Senator
from North Dakota, while quoting from the Senator from New
York, should embrace the other for the enlightenment of his
constituents.

Mr. NELSON. In the first place, I want to say to the Sena-
tor from Missouri he does not quote me entirely and fully and
correctly; and, in the next place, I shall endeavor to point out
to him that the conditions which were existing then are en-
tirely different from the conditions which are existing now.

Mr. STONH. Two years ago——

Mr. NELSON. But I am unwilling to take up the time of
the Senator from North Dakota, He has quite a bit of a speech
yet to make and has been on his feet for nearly two hours; but
later on I will try to satisfy the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. STONE. If it be possible that my friend has changed
his opinion and his position, I am sorry to hear it. If he has
changed, then the Senator from North Dakota need not quote
from him. I was supposing that the Senator from Minnesota
was standing by his utterance of two years ago.

Mr. GRONNA. Mr, President, 1 believe that the Senator from
Minnesota is perfectly able to take care of himself, and the
Senate will undoubtedly do him the honor to give him sufficient
time to explain his position. I can only promise that I shall be
very glad to be here to listen to the debate between the fwo
distingnished Senators.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Before the Senator from North Dakota
resumes——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da-
kota yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. GRONNA. Yes; for a question,

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I should like to justify what I said——

Mr. GRONNA. Certainly; I yield.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. As to my accuracy in quoting the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. Roor]. He used this language——

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. President, the Senator from New York
gaid a great deal, and I certainly would do an injustice to the
Senator from New York to incorporate his entire speech into
my remarks. Unless the Senator from Nebraska will read that
particular portion of the speech of the Senator from New York,
I hardly think it would be fair to read merely a part of his
remarks on the subject.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. The Senator from North Dakota will
remember that the Senator from Idaho questioned the accuracy
of my quotation, and in order fo justify my quotation I should
like to read a few sentences.

Mr. GRONNA. T said to the Senator from Nebraska that I
would agree to incorporate in my remarks the statement made
by the Senator from New York touching upon wheat.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from North Dakota
will advise the Chair whether he yields or does not yield.
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Mr. GRONNA. I yield to the Senator from Nebraska just
to incorporate that particular guotation.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I quote from the speech of the Senator
from New York [Mr. Roor], on page 2427:

1 never have thought that the duties which were imposed upon farm
products were of any real general bepefit to the farmer.

Mr. GRONNA. The Senator from New York said more than
that.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Yes; he said more than that. I will read
the whole paragraph if the Senator desires. I have read only
that much to show that I was right in my statement that he
used that language. :

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the quotation—

The VICH PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. GRONNA. I yield to the Senator from Idaho.

AMr. BORAH. The Senator from Nebraska is not reading the
entire statement.

Mr. BAILEY. He is reading another part.

Mr. BORAH. That is what I supposed. I have just found
what the Senator has read, but the Senator will remember that
we discnssed a day or two afterwards that remark of the Sena-
tor from New York and referred to the proposition that he said
“until lately,” and it is so printed in the REcorb.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. In this whole paragraph the Senator
from New York did not qualify his expression in that way. I
will repeat what he said. It is a sentence, complete:

I never have thought that the duties which were imposed upon farm
products were of any real genmeral benefit to the farmer.

Mr. GRONNA. But, Mr., President, the Senator from New
York did qualify that statement.

Mr, BAILEY. Would the Senator—

Mr. NELSON, Will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da-
kota yield, and to whom?

Mr. GRONNA. I yield to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. NELSON. I want to say, Mr. President, that the Sen-
ator from Nebraska and the other Senators of like mind ought
to take into account that the Senator from New York is not a
farmer.

Mr. GRONNA. I now yleld to the Senator from Texas,

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, the Senator from Nebraska is
right as to one passage in the speech; the Senator from Idaho
is right as to another passage in the speech. If the Senator
from Nebraska will turn back to the first column on page 2427
he will find that after making substantially the same statement
there which the Senator from Nebraska has read from the sec-
ond column the Senator from New York then uses substantially
and practically the langnage attributed o him by the Benator
from Idaho, and it is this:

But with the Increase of our cities as compared with our farmin
poldmlution and the using up of our waste lands and the fencing in o
old cattle ranges and the reduction of the productive power of our land
we have about come to the point where the continuance of those duties,
instead of being a matter of indifference to the people of the country,
would result in putting up the cost of food.

It is a liftle difficult for a man to make a speech on that
side of the guestion without falling into these contradictions.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from North Dakota
will proceed.

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. President, a decade is likely to see the
prairies of Canada seitled. The effect of the free admission
of Canadian products will be comparable to the effect of the
opening of the West on the agriculture of New England and
other Dastern States. It seems hardly necessary to call atten-
tion to the abandoned farms and depressed land prices and the
emigration from that section of the agricultural population
which resulted. —

The President also contends that the natural change in farm-
ing in this country is from the raising of wheat and other
ceréals for export to the raising of grain for farm consumption
and development of the secondary products in the form of cattle
and hogs. He fails to take into consideration that there are
some sections of our country that ean produce wheat and other
grains that can not produce corn at an advantage. North Da-
kota is nof a corn-growing and hog-raising State, but it does
raise wheat and flax and other grains, and it certainly is not
statesmanship to try to force the people of that section to dis-
continue the raising of crops for which the State is best fitted
for the growing of erops for which it is less fitted and which it
may never be possible to produce extensively with profit. It has
appeared to me that in encouraging industries the Government
should encourage those in each section for which that section
has the best advantages. Now, however, it is proposed that

we discourage the raising of grains in the States that can pro-
duce them to greater advantage than any other crops merely
because a foreign couniry would like to have our markets for
grains for her own products.

There is no danger of our not producing enough wheat for
our own consumption if the farmer is assured of a fair price.
If, however, the farmers are to be subjected to the competition
of the Canadian wheat, which can be raised more cheaply, I
have no doubt that we shall be importing wheat in a few years.
The Becretary of Agriculture in his report for the year 1909
discusses the probable future production of wheat in this
country. He believes that with a more intensive agriculture
the yield per acre of wheat will be increased——

Mr. BORAH. Alr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from North Da-
kota yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Yi};lr- GRONNA. Let me finish this sentence and then I will
eld.

And also states that in the older States there has lately
been an increase in the acreage devoted to wheat. This has
operated to increase our production in addition to the increase
due to new lands being brought under cultivation. He esti-
mates that by 1950 our production may be between 3,750,000,000
and 4,750,000,000 bushels, while our consumption would not ex-
ceed 1,400,000,000 bushels, even with a population of 200,000,000.

Now I yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. In order to save the Senator the trouble of
looking up the quofation, I have the exact language here from
the speech of the Senator from New York, as published in the
REeconp.

Mr. WARREN. On what page?

?ér. BORAH. On page 2427. The Senator from New York
shla:

St v g Al =

rha i

as hfg'n of any rml“gd'irantug%e to the m‘;?é? :

Mr. GRONNA. I thank the Senator from Idaho for his quo-
tation. While I am inclined to believe that neither our popu-
lation nor our production will be as large as indicated by the
Secretary, I do believe that we shall be fully able to raise all
the wheat that we require for our own consumption until 1950,
and later if we do not adopt a policy of deliberately discourag-
ing the production of wheat in this country—whether through
the free admission of Canadian wheat or otherwise, I am eatis-
fied that the free admission of wheat from Canada will mean
the surrender of wheat growing to that country to a large extent
for some years to come.

In the competition of the production of crops the land that
produces more cheaply will prevail. In the case of the Cana-
dian lands, the difference in the cost of transporting the wheat
to our markets—if any there be—will not be sufficient to over-
come the advantages which the Canndian farmer has. Some
time in the future, when the Canadian Iands have been cropped
to the extent that ours have and require as much labor and
cultivation to produce a bushel of wheat as ours now do, we
may be able to compete on even terms in the production of
wheat, but until that stage is reached the free admission of her
grain will mean that we must to a large extent go out of the
business of raising wheat, the extent depending on the rapidity
with which her wheat land is brought under eultivation. This
does not necessarily mean that our production of wheat will
suddenly stop. Those lands that can produce wheat and other
graing, but which can not produce corn to advantage, will
continue to produce wheat even while there is no profit in doing
g0, and in most cases after it has become evident that every year's
operations are carried on at a loss. As was well pointed out by
the junior Senator from Texas [Mr. Barey], the farm differs
from a factory in that it is a home. In the ecase of a factory,
its operation will stop when the owner is convinced that the
loss from its operation is greater than the loss that would °
result from its remaining idle, but in the case of a farm the
gwner will cling to it long after it has stopped returning any
profit, will eartail his expenses, both of operation and living,
wherever possible, and will not leave it until he is in absolute
danger of starvation. For this reason, it is to be presumed
that in the event of the passage of this measure we shall
continue to produce considerable wheat in competition with the
Canadian wheat, even if it be produced at a loss.

Mr. President, I do not know whether the Senator from
Texas has any objection to my referring to him or not, but I
want to say for myself that I appreciate that there is one
Democrat, one man from the Southern States, who recognizes
and values the honest toil of the farmer.

this time or until,
upon food products
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One of those appearing before the Finance Committee in
favor of the Canadian reciprocity agreement, urged that it
wonld be a benefit to North Dakota to abandon wheat growing,
and gave the impression that he was in favor of forcing the
North Dakota farmer to stop growing wheat and devote himself
to diversified farming. There are certain kinds of diversified
farming, however, to which North Dakota can not adapt itself,
and the same is true of other States. But even when a State
is fitted for diversified farming, it is not farsighted statesman-
ship to attempt to force the farmers into it. When farmers
in a certain region continue to grow a certain erop, it is because
it is more profitable to grow that crop. If that region is also
adapted for the production of other crops, the farmers will
begin to grow them when it becomes profitable to do so, which.
as a rule, is when they find that they can compete successfully
with other sections producing them. 8o far as North Dakota
is concerned, I am satisfied that because of her climate and soil
wheat will remain the great staple crop of the State, even
though the Canadian competition makes it difficult for the
farmer to grow it at a profit. With newer and consequently
more productive lands, with cheaper lands, and with lower
taxes, tariff and others, in Canada, the competition is an uneven
one. In years to come when the conditions have become similar
to those in this country, the competition may be on even terms,
but until that time does come we have no right to ask the
American wheat grower to compete in an open market with the
Canadian wheat grower buying all his purchases in a protected
market. I do not agree that we ghould surrender wheat grow-
ing to Canada because she can produce more cheaply. The fact
that wheat can not be produced as cheaply in our wheat-growing
States as in Canada does not prove that wheat is not the most
profitable crop that can be produced in those States. It is not
the part of wisdom to attempt to compel a State better fitted for
the production of wheat than of other crops to abandon its
present crop and produce those that it can produce only under
a disadvantage compared with other States. If France and Ger-
many and other countries have seen it worth while to encourage
their farmers to produce enough wheat for home consumption,
surely the United States should not blindly adopt a policy
which some of its advocates clearly, and others by implication,
state means the surrender of wheat growing to a foreign
country. A nation producing its own food has within it the
means of maintaining her political as well as her industrial in-
dependence. A nation dependent on other countries for her
food is in danger of losing both.

The farmer of this country has not been unduly prosperous.
The great fortunes which have been made—whether they are
being squandered in extravagance or whether they are be-
ing used wisely in the industries—have not been made on the
farm. The Select Committee on Wages and Prices of Commodi-
ties says in its report—I am sorry the distinguished chairman
of the committee, the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lobeg],
is absent. I guote from the report of the committee:

Witnesses agree that farming operations were conducted at a loss, or
at best with only a very slight margin of profit for several years—

Mark this—

and that only during the past two or three years have farmers been able
to secure a fair return on their labor and investment.

I do not know what they propose to do now.

The wealth of the farmers has increased, but largely through increase
in the value of their land. ‘This, however, is somewhat in the nature of
rofit on speculation, and not a profit from ecrops or live stock pro-

uced.
The State University of Minnesota—

I still quote from the report of this committee—

The State University of Minnesota has since 1902 kept in the great-
est detail records of a number of farms in that State. Allowing the
farmer, his wife, and children pay at current rates for all labor per-
formed, the net gmﬂta during the three years 1905 to 1907 was only
4.09 per cent, and this profit advanced to about 6 per cent for the two
years 1908 and 1909. he profit during the &m two years approxi-
mates the average interest on farm mortgages in that State.

Mr. President, I wish to say that I believe that is a true re-
port of the condition of the farmer.

A statement submitted to the committee by Mr. Thomas P.
Cooper, of the Minnesota State University, shows that the aver-
age cost of production on the farms under observation during
the two years 1908 and 1909 was as follows: Wheat, 75 cents
per bushel; oats, 383 cents per bushel; corn, 41.2 cents per
bushel ; barley, 40.9 cents per bushel; flax, 108.7 cents per
bushel ; potatoes, 30 cents per bushel.

The figures submitted by Mr. Cooper refer merely to the
cost of production in Minnesota. The farm values of the erops

in that State for the years 1908 and 1909 are given as follows
by the Department of Agriculture:

Farm value in cenis per
bushel.
Crops.

Dec. 1, 1908, | Dee. 1, 1909,
Vil T e S e e B e e e A 04 96
T o T Tt T T o ey e bt Yot 43 35
.................................................. 55 49
By L s s e P S e A s e 49 47
e e S e I 120 150
L e R S A S L S S SR 56 35

Former President Roosevelt in 1908—and I ask Senators to
mark some of the words of that illustrious statesinan—appointed
a Commission on Country Life. If consisted of Prof. L. H. Bailey,
of the New York State College of Agriculture, chairman: Mr.
Henry Wallace, of Wallace's Farmer; President K. L. Butterfield,
of the Massachusetts Agricultural College; Mr. Gifford Pinchot,
at that time chief of the Forest Service; Mr, Walter H. Page,
editor of the World’s Work. Later Mr. C. 8. Barrett, of Georgia, -
and W. A. Beard, of California, were added. This commission
was appointed to inquire into the conditions of country life
and to consider its problems—those which the Government can
help solve as well as those which must depend for their solu-
tion on the intelligence and energy of the farmer himself, In
transmitting the report of this commission to Congress, Col.
Roosevelt made the following statement, to which T wish to eall
attention:

I warn m
life is not ayrfﬂ“?mte?m cﬂ] ’:)t!l:h I:Ehr lim&lggc?l%grpg?l?iﬁﬂ?z%%?o:\nrgistli
at boltom on the wholesomeness, the attractiveness, and the com-
pleteness, as well as the prosperity, of life in the country.

From the treatment that the measure now before us has
received, it is evident that many of us are in danger of forget-
ting the truth which Col. Roosevelt so well expressed. If there
was the slightest consideration of what the farmer's welfare
demanded, in the framing of the agreement with Canada, there
certainly is no evidence of it. The commission in its report
says:

Yet it is true, notwiths -
torical atand;urds, tﬁftl & ﬁglﬂitf:%en}i Elb;? &r&%ﬁiﬁﬁf ::s E::ﬁdt;){leh[lss
it is entitled to be for the labor and energy that the farmer expends
and the risks that he assumes, and that the socianl conditions in the
open country are far short of their possibilities. We must measure
our agricultural efficlency W its ]'mssigilities rather than by compari-
son with previous conditions. The farmer is almost necessarily
handicapped in the development of his business, because his capital is
small and the volume of his transactions limited, and he usually
stands practically alone against organized interests.

Mr. President, those are significant words.

Thoughtful men have long seen the danger lying in the
overemphasis of manufacturing and commerce, resulting in
our becoming more and more a nation of city dwellers. Our
laws have unduly enhanced the importance of these indns-
tries, and agriculture has been robbed of its dignity along with
part of its just remuneration. The result is, in the case of
many of the older States, not merely a relative but an absolute
decrease in the number of farmers, while the cities have in-
creased immensely in population. I have not been able to get
figures from the last census for all the States with reference
to this, but I have from some of the States. In Massachu-
setts there were 1,203 fewer farmers in 1910 than in 1900, and
by farmer I mean the person who operates the farm. This is
a decrease of 3 per cent. In Missouri there were 8,805 fewer
in 1910 than 10 years previous; in New Hampshire, 2,411; in
New Jersey, 1,489; in New York, 12,070; in Ohio, 5,336: in
Pennsylvania, 5,854; in Vermont, 506; in Connecticut, 51T;
and in Illinois, 18,298 fewer farmers than in 1900. In other
words, there were that many fewer farms in each State.
Even in Minnesota there was almost a standstill, the increase
in 10 years being only 1,100. It might be thought that the de- -
crease in the number of farms might be due to a tendency
toward larger farms, but the reports show that the acreage in
farms has also decreased in all of the above-named States.
The figures which I have obtained so far show the following
decreases in the acreage of farms in different States: Illinois,
324,000 acres; Connecticut, 136,000 acres; California, 946,000
acres; West Virginia, 694,000 acres; Vermont, 71,000 acres;
Utah, 763,000 acres; Pennsylvania, 825,000 acres; Ohio, 428,000
acres; New York, 650,000 acres; New Jersey, 279,000 acres;
New Hampshire, 868,000 acres; Missouri, 518,000 acres; Muassa-
chusetts, 277,000 acres. These 13 States show decreases In
farm acreages of more than 6,000,000 acres. These figures are
preliminary and may nof quite correspond with the final
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figures, but it is not thought that the changes will be material.
To how large an amount the States for which I have no
figures will bring the total I have no way of estimating. These
figures are enough to show that the number of farmers in the
older States is decreasing and that farms are being abandoned.

The population figures for the country, by counties, also indi-
cate the same fact. In Ohio, for instance, there was a decrease
in 39 ount of 88 counties; in Illinoig, in 50 out of 102; in
Indiana, in 56 out of 92; in Michigan, in 26 out of 83; in Wis-
consin, in 19 out of 70; in Towa, in T1 out of 99; in Missouri, in
71 out of 115; in Nebraska, in 21 out of 90; in Kansas, in 33 out
of 105; and even in Minnesota there was a decrease in 27
counties out of 82. In the counties where there are increases
instead of decreases, this was often due to the fact that cities
of some gize were situated in them.

In view of these facts, would it not be the part of wisdom to
carefully scrutinize all legislation that may affect the farmer
and to refuse our sanction to measures, whether drafted by the
President or nof, which may affect him injuriously? The
Country Life Commission, In making its report, said:

Notwithstanding an almost universal recognition of the importance
of agriculture to the maintenance of our people there is nevertheless
aw desgrend disregard of the rights of the men who own and work
the land. This results directly in social depression, as well as in
economie ﬂi.nadvant.uge.

The organized and corporate Interests represented in mining, manu-
facturing, merchandising, transportation, and the like, seem often'to
hold the idea that their business be developed and exploited with-
out regard to the farmers, who should, bowever, have an equal oppor-
tunity for enjoyment of the land, forests, and streams, and of the
" right to buy and sell in the open markets without prejudice.

The commission further says: ;

We find that there is need of a new general attitude toward legis-
lation, in the way of safeguarding the farmer’s natural rights and
interests. It is natural that the organized and consolidated interests
should be strongly in mind in the making of legisiation. We recom-
mend that the welfare of the farmer and countryman be also kept in
mind in the construction of laws. We speclally recommend that his
interests be considered and safeguarded ln any new legislation on the
tariff, on regulation of railroads, control or regulating of corporations,
and of speculation, river, swamp, and forest legislati and publie-
health regulations. At the present moment it is eg«ﬂll important
that the farmer's Interests well considered in the revision of the
tariff. One of the particular needs is such an application of the reci-
procity prineiple as to n European markets for our flour, meats,
and live cattle. One of the great economic problems of our agri-
culture is how to feed the corn crop and other grains profitably, for it
must be fed if the fertility of the land is to be matnta?ned: to dispose
of the crop profitably requires the best markets that can be secured.

This commission said in 1908 that it was “especially impor-
tant that the farmer's interests be well considered in the revi-
sion of the tariff.” That “one of the particular needs is such
an application of the reciproeity principle as to open Furopean
markets for our flour, meats, and live cattle.” That “to dis-
pose of the erop profitably requires the best markets that can
be secured.”” One can not but be struck by the difference be-
tween the views of this commission, consisting of able and
thoughtful men, who had investigated the conditions surround-
ing farm life, and had an idea of its needs on these questions
as compared with those of the present administration and other
supporters of this measure. This administration does not seem
to think that the interests of the farmer should be well con-
sidered in the revision of the tariff. This administration does
not appear to believe that there is any need of applying the
reciproeity principle so as to extend the market of our farm
products in Europe. This administration does not appear to
believe that there is any need or desirabiltiy of conserving the
markets of the farmer at home, to say nothing about extending
his markets abroad. The reciprocity agreement which this ad-
ministration is {rying to foree through Congress extends the
market of the Canadian farmer at the expense of the American
farmer, and increases the profits of the Beef Trust, the millers,
and the railroads.

It has been urged that the American farmer ought to be will-
ing fo accept this measure for a year's frial, at the end of which
it is intimated that it may be repealed if it does not work
* safisfactorily—and some of the administration’s supporters
have pointed to the willingness of the President to agree to
this and the unwillingness of the farmers to do so as a proof
of the reasonableness of the one and the unreasonableness of
the other. It would seem unnecessary to call anyone's atten-
tion to the fact that the President and the farmers are in far
different positions so far as this proposition is concerned, but
it seems that it Is necessary in this debate to call attention
to a good many things that everyone knew and understood until
this reciprocity agreement was sent hurtling into Congress. If
this measure becomes a law and works badly—if its effects are
injurious, as the farmers have reason to believe they will be—
how will that affect the President? At most it will mean only

a loss of prestize. But how will it affect the farmer? In the

three wheat States, Minnesota, North Dakota, and South Da-

kota, the loss on wheat alone, if the price is decreased 10
cents a bushel, will in average years be from $20,000,000 to
$25,000,000.

On flax the loss to the North Dakota farmers, if the price
is lowered to the amount of the present tariff, will be over
$4,000,000. Witnesses before the Finance Committee testi-
fied to the belief that such an experiment would cost the
fariners of these three States at least $40,000,000 a year, and
the farmers of the entire country $300,000,000 a year. Has the
farmer of this country been hoarding wealth to such an extent
that he should be subjected to the posgibility of losing hundreds
of millions of dollars in order that an administration may see
how some pet scheme will work? Is not the statement that this
measure can be repealed at the end of a year and that the farmer
ought to be content to accept it on these terms the bitterest
mockery? The farmers all over the country are opposed to this
measure. If they can not prevent it from becoming a law at
this time what reason is there to believe that they will be able
to secure its repeal at the end of a year? Will any Senator
here tell me? Has the President shown himself so willing to
listen to the representations of the farmers in regard to this
measure that there is much prospect that he will accept a year's
trial as sufficient to establish its merits? The farmers know
that it is the merest pretense when it is said that this measure
can be-repealed at any time if it does not work satisfactorily.
Those unable or unwilling to appreciate the farmers' condition
at this time will be equally unable next year.

The benefits which it has been stated will accrue fo the farmer
from this agreement will, on examination, be found to be wholly
imaginary. If there is any class or industry which will derive
any benefit from it, it certainly is not the agricultural industry.
There is absolutely no new market opened for the farmer’s
products. Canada is an agricultural country, and we are not
going to sell her wheat, or oats, or barley, or ecattle, or flax, or
hay. We are not because of this agreement going to sell her
any more cotton or corn than we did, for the simple reason that
these products are already on her free list. So far as farm
produets are concerned, the only increase in our trade with Can-
ada will consist in her exporting a larger amount to us than ghe
has done previously; we shall not only permit her but invite
her to invade our markets. The injustice to the farmer involved
in this is recognized by the Committee on Ways and Means,
when it says in its majority report on the free-list bill.

I want my friends on the other side to pay particular atten-
tion to this, because this quotation is your own child.

In faet, action on the ‘Canadian agreement involves the necessity of

ports from other countries, in order that justice may be done to the
great army of our cultural producers, who in the Canadian agree-
ment are to have all the alleged pwtactian removed from thelr prod-
ucts without a corresponding or reciprocal removal of the protective
duties most densome on the commodities they must purchase as
aicoiny o B e et ihevin, 413 ool e
35’%%5“?5. R. 4413) herewith reported, has been framed. -

That is what the Demoerats in the other body said, “to rem-
edy this injustice” done by the Democratic majority, * against
which our farmers properly protest.”

They acknowledge that the farmer does protest. They seem
to have no doubt but that the farmers will suffer from this
iniquitous agreement. I would like to know from some Senator
on the other side of this Chamber whether they believe that the
report made by the majority in the other body is true or not.

Mr. REED. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. GRONNA. With pleasure. 2

Mr. REED. Does the Senator mean to say that the com-
mittee of the House reported that this bill was an unmixed
injustice? Is it not frue that in the rest of the report they set
forth the reasons why this bill should be passed? Is it not true
that the spirit of their report is that it would be unjust to pass
this reciproeity bill and not go further and take duties off other
articles? Is not that the fairer statement of the matter?

Mr. GRONNA. I believe that the Senator from Missouri
is in a better position to know what the distinguished commit-
tee meant by making this statement—I have quoted it verbatim;
and in replying to the Senator, as to the spirit, I will simply ask,
Is it another case where the spirit is willing, but the flesh is
undoubtedly weak?

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the flesh, if that is the ferm
used to describe the Democratic Parfy in the House of Repre-
sentatives, was strong cnough to apply the specific remedy
referred to in the paragraph of the report the Senator has

read. They did pass bills intended to meet the very condition
| referred to.

further and immediate action in removing a number of duties on im-'
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Now, I take it the Senator believes this bill is unjust fo the
farmer.

Mr. GRONNA. I not only believe it, but I know it is.

Mr. REED. Yes; and that it is especially unjust, in his
opinion, becanse the burdens are not taken off of the farmer on
the things he purchases.

Mr. GRONNA. Right here—is the Senator from Missouri
willing to help me to take this free-list bill and attach it to
the reciprocity bill to give the farmers the justice your own
commitfee has snid they are entitled to?

Mr. REED. The Senator interrupted my question with one
before I was through.

Mr. GRONNA. T beg the Senator’s pardon.

Mr, REED, I want to ask him one—

Mr. GRONNA. I thought it was just the proper place to ask
the Senator from Missouri a question.

Mr. REED. Certainly. I was about to ask——

Mr, GRONNA. If the Senator will pardon me, I am willing
to vote to attach it to this reciprocity bill. Is the Senator
from Missouri willing to help me to take away part of the bur-
den that the American farmer has been subjected to, according
to the statement of his party in the other body?

Mr. REED. I am sorry the Senator interrupted my ques-
tion, because I was traveling fo the same point.

Mr. GRONNA. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. REED. I will say to the Senator from North Dakota
that the Democratic Members of the Senate, so far as I have
heard expression of opinion, without exception, agree to the
proposition that they are willing to remove from the farmer
every possible burden, and that, so far as I know, they are
willing to vote for those very measures which were passed by
the House of Representatives to correct the inequalities which
were referred to in the paragraph of the report the Senator
read. I think there is absolute unanimity of opinion.

Now, I wanted to ask the Senator this question—

Mr..GRONNA. Will the Senator answer my question?

Mr. REED. I will answer the Senator.

Mr. GRONNA. Before the Senator asks me a question, will
the Senator answer my question?

-Mr. REED. But I will ask this one in its order, and then
answer with perfect frankness.

Mr. GRONNA. Very well.

Mr. REED. If this bill does pass, will the Senator help the
Democrats to relieve the farmer of these inequalities by helping
to pass the bills the House of Representatives has already
sent in?

Mr. GRONNA. The Senator from Missouri wants me to an-
swer that question?

Mr, REED. Yes.

Mr. GRONNA. What assurance can the Senator from Mis-
sourl give me that the free-list bill will become a law and re-
llevetetl;e farmer providing the reciprocity bill does pass the
Sena

Mr. REED. I am asking whether, if this does pass, you
would go that far with us. Of course, I can not speak for the
President. The Senator has already answered the guestion he
has asked me. So far as I know the Democratic opinion is that
they would be willing, I think that they would all be willing,
to add the House free-list bill and reduction bills to this meas-
ure if two things could be assured: One that the bill as thus
amended would pass the Senate; and, second, that it would be
signed by the President and become a law. .

Now, the Senator has already indicated a fear in his own
mind that the President would not sign the House bills if they
came to him separately.

Mr. GRONNA. T did not intend to indicate any such fear,
as will be shown by the statement which I shall make later on.
I think it is unfair to the President of the United States to
criticize him or to entertain any fear that he will veto any
measure until he is given an opportunity to do so. But that
is not answering the question which I put to the Senator from
Missouri.

Mr. REED. Oh, yes, The Senator just asked me this ques-
tion, Whether I could give him the assurance that if these
House bills were added to this bill it would become a law? and
I took it that he meant that the President's veto might be inter-
posed, because if it pasced this House it would only lack that
signature in order to become a law.

Mr. CLAPP, Mr. President, if the Senator——

AMlr. REED. It would also lack the concurrence of the House,
but the action of the House is assured.

AMr. CLAPP. I wanted to remind the Senator that we have
had some experience here in conference matters which wonld
hu]\;ie to be embraced in the suggestion that it would become
a law.

Mr. REED. Possibly. Now I will answer the Senator. If.
the Senator from North Dakota—

Mr: GRONNA. I will listen to the Senator——

Mr. REED, If the Senator can give assurance that if this
bill is amended by adding the House free list and reduction bills
it will be signed by the President of the United States, I am
ready to vote for it, provided there are enough votes to assure
it would pass here.

Mr. GRONNA. The Senator has not answered my question.

Mr. REED. I thought I had.

Mr. GRONNA. The question I am most deeply interested in
is the first question I put to the Senator from Missouri,

Will the Senator from Missouri help me to protect the
farmers of this country by amending the bill so as to at least
give them a very small benefit by attaching the free list to the
reciprocity agreement? Will the Senator from Missouri vote
with me for such an amendment?

Mr. REED. The very moment the Senator——

Mr. GRONNA. That is the question I should like to have
answered. f

Mr, REED. The very moment the Senator gives us the as-
surance that the President will not veto it in that form.

Mr. NHLSON. Will the Senator from North Dakota yield
to me?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da-
kota yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. REED. I have not the floor to yield, but I will be glad
to yield.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair asked the Senator from
North Dakota if he would yield fo the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. GRONNA. Has the Senater from Missouri concluded
his question?

Mr. REED. I was through. I said I did not have the floor
to yield, but I would be glad to yield.

Mr. GRONNA. If the Senator from Missouri has any further
question to ask I will be glad fo yield to him.

Mr, REED. Nothing further than to make this statement:
I think it is a good time to make it, because we all ought to
deal here openly and fairly on this great matter with ourselves
and with the country. I think the Democratic position is that
the reciprocity bill does not go as far as they would like to
have It go. They want other, further, and additional relief for
the people of the United States; not the farmers alone, but all
classes of citizens. That is the position.

The fear of the Democrats is that if this bill is amended at
all here in the Senate it may then be beaten in part by the votes
of the very men who helped to amend it; and if it is not beaten,
but is passed by the Senate, then it will be vetoed by the Presi-
dent. T think the Democratic position is that the reciprocity
bill, while far from perfect, is better than no step in the direc-
tion of tariff reduction.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President——

Mr. GRONNA. I now yield to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. REED. Just let me conclude what I have been saying,
and then I will yield.

Mr. GRONNA. Very well.

Mr. REED. I take it that the position of our friends repre- -
sented by the Senator upon his feet is a little similar. He does
not so much object to the reciprocity measure if he could carry
the reform far enough to equalize the reduction on farm prod-
ucts, but he hesitates to have the reductions go up in separate
bills for fear the President will veto them, and he believes that
the measure, without the other additional bills or amendments,
is a bad bill

Mr. WARREN. May I ask the Senator a question?

Mr. REED. When I conclude. Now, the trouble with us is
not g0 much where we are trying to go as the assurance that
we will get to the destination. And I say again, and I put it
to the Senator, can he bring the assurance to the Democrats
of this Chamber that if this bill is passed by the Senate and
passed by the House with the free-list amendment on, the
President of the United States will permit it to become a law?

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. GRONNA. I now yield to the Senator from Minnesota,
because I should like to answer all these questions at once,

Mr. NELSON. I am surprised at the questions and the dis-
ingenuousness of the Senator from Missouri. He knows that
this measure passed chiefly by Democratic votes in the other
House, and if it has the least show of passage in this House
it i1s because it has the support of the Democratic Party. Most
of the Republicans in this Chamber are opposed to that meas-
ure. Now, it seems to me, the question whether the bill will be
signed by the President if we add the free-list bill ought to be
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addressed to the President by those who are cooperating with

him and who are sailing under his banner. Instead of address-
ing it to us, who are opposed to reciprocity, address it to the
President, under whose flag and banner you are operating.

Mr. REED. Let me ask——

Mr. WARREN, Mr. President—

Mr. REED, I ought to be permitted to answer one man at a
time.

Mr. WARREN. This is along the same lines.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield, and to whom?

Mr. GRONNA. I yield to the Senator from Wyoming,

Mr. REED. I ought to be permitted to answer one at a time.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator has asked a question, and I am
about to ask a question, and you can answer both. I want to
ask why the Senator from Missouri has so studiously avoided
informing us what the House will do. The newspapers have
stated, and it has not been denied, that one of the reasons
why they doubt that the President will sign it is because those
who originated the measure and caused its passage in the House
have refused absolutely to entertain it if we amend it here.

Mr. REED. Have I the permission—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Missonri?

Mr. GRONNA. With pleasure.

Mr. REED. I want to say that I have neither studiously
avoided nor otherwise avoided answering any question. When
my good friend gets better acquainted with me he will know
that I never do. I have no authority to speak for the House of
Representatives; I hold no brief from that great body; but I
am here to say that affer talking with a number of men who
have been very potential in the councils of the Democracy, with-
out exception they have said to me that if the Senate amended
this bill by adding the House free-list bills it would never go
to conference; that it would be passed by the Democratic votes
in the House of Representatives.

Now, I trust the Senator will not say I have avoided any-
thing.

Mr. WARREN. The Senater's account from the House does
not agree with the purported interviews with the chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means, which formulated these
two bills. Perhaps the Senator is right; I do not doubt it; but
there seems to be a difference between the testimony of the men
in the House who have had most to do with it and the Senator
from Missouri.

Mr. REED. It is not the first time I have differed with
newspapers; it is not the first time I have been right; and it
may not be the first time I have been mistaken. I simply give
my statement for what it is worth.

The statement was made by the Senator from Minnesota [Ar.
Nerson] that we were sailing under the President’s banner. I
do not think the Democratic Party ought to be accused of that.
Simply beecause the President of the United States has gotten
partially right on this great question and is taking one step in
the right direction, and because we vote for it, we ought not to
be required to stand sponsor for him or assume to be his spokes-
men. There is no use trying to shift this responsibility, Mr.
President. There are men on the other side of the Chamber in
the counsels of the President almost daily who represent the
administration, practically and in a proper way. I say that
without the slightest criticism. They are on the Republican
side of this Hall; every one of them is here; and the question-
ought to be addressed by the Senator from Minnesota and by
the Senator from North Dakota to the men who belong to the
President’s party and who are in the President’s counsels. If
they can not get information from their own side of the Cham-

‘ber, just come over to our side and help us a little and we will

elect a President who will let us know whether a measure will
be signed or not. I say that with respect, for if the President
can properly go over this country, making speeches daily upon
measures pending before Congress and advise the people, he
may just as properly advise this body.

Mr. GRONNA. Mr, President, I had almost come to the con-
clusion that the Senator's party had kidnapped our President.
I think it is unfair for him to ask me what I believe the Presi-
dent would do or would not do in a matter of this kind.

Mr. REED. With all due respect, when the Democracy start
out kidnapping Presidents they will pick one for themselyes.

Mr. GRONNA. As a ransom you demand that we surrender
to the Canadian farmer the markets which belong to the
American farmer, and that is more than the American farmer
can stand.

Mr, NELSON. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da-

Mr. GRONNA. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. NELSON. It is now late. The Senator has been on his
§eet for more than three hours. I move that the Senate ad-

ourn.

Mr. CULLOM. I hope the Senator from Minnesota will with-
draw that motion, that we may have a brief executive session.

Mr. NELSON. Very well; I withdraw the motion.

Mr. CULLOM. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business,

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After eight minutes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o'clock
and 12 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until fo-morrow,
Friday, July 7, 1911, at 11 o'clock a. m.

NOMINATIONS,
Erecutive nominations received by the Senate July 6, 1911.
COLLECTOR OF INTERNAL REVENUE.

Frank L. Gilbert to be collector of internal revenue for the
second distriet of Wisconsin, vice Frank R. Bentley, resigned.

UxNiTeEp STATES DIsTRICT JUDGE.

Paul Charlton, of Nebraska, to be United States district judge
for the district of Porto Rico, vice John J, Jenkins, deceased.

APPOINTMENTS IN THE ARMY,

Maj. Edwin R. Stuart, Corps of Engineers, to be professor of
drawing at the United States Military Academy, to take effect
October 4, 1911, vice Prof. Charles W. Larned, who died June
19, 1911.

CAVALRY ARM,

Squadron Sergt. Maj. Romney T. Jewell, Eleventh Cavalry,
;glli}‘e second lieutenant of Cavalry, with rank from June 30
MEDICAL BESERVE CORPS.

To be first lieutenants with rank from June 30, 1911,

Thomas Henry Watkins, of Louisiana.
Clark David Brooks, of Michigan.
Warfield Theobald Longeope, of Pennsylvania.
Charles Aaron Hull, of Nebraska.

Albert Ernst Taussig, of Missouri.
Edwin Clyde Henry, of Nebraska.

Louis Barth, of Michigan.

Park Weed Willis, of Washington.
Horace Russel Allen, of Indiana,

Mark Marshall, of Michigan.

James Fleming Breakey, of Michigan.
Reuben Peterson, of Michigan.

Hermann Johannes Boldt, of New York.
Mareus Claude Terry, jr., of California.
Franecis St. Clair Reilly, of Pennsylvania.
Arthur Ernest Lane, of Wyoming.

Lester Laurens Roos, of New York.

Will Garrison Merrill, of Wisconsin.
Frank Wilburn Dudley, at large.

Almon Pliny Goff, at large,

James Walker Smith, at large.

Howard White Seager, of California,
Elwin Witt Ames, at large.

Lewis Francis Bleazby, of California.
Michael Manley Waterhouse, of New York.

SECRETARY oF LEGATION AND CoNSUL (GENERAL.

Francis Munroe Endicott, of Massachusetts, now secretary of
the legation at Santo Domingo, to be secretary of the legation
and consul general of the United States of America at Santo
Domingo, Dominican Republie, to fill an original vacaney.

Mewmeer oF Executive CouRncin oF Porto Rico.

Manuel Camunas, of Porto Rico, vice Juan F., Vias Ochoteco,
resigned.
PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY.

Commander Albert I. Key to be a captain in the Navy from
the 1st day of July, 1911, to fill a vacancy.

Commander Harry A. Field to be a captain in the Navy from
the 1st day of July, 1911, to fill a vacancy.

Lieut. Commander Montgomery M. Taylor to be a commander
in the Navy from the 4th day of March, 1911, to fill a vacancy.

Lieut. Commander Milton BE. Reed to be a commander in the
Navy from the 14th day of June, 1911, to fill a vacancy.

Lieut. Ralph E. Pope to be a lientenant commander in the
Navy from the 1st day of July, 1911, to fill a vacancy.

Lieut. Willis G. Mitchell to be a lieutenant commander in the

kota yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Navy from the 1st day of July, 1911, to fill a vacancy.
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Lieut. (Junior Grade) Lloyd W. Townsend to be a lieutenant 'TO BE SECOND LIEUTENANTS.

in the Navy from the 4th day of March, 1911, to fill a vacancy.

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Grafton A. Beall, jr., to be a lHeutenant
in the Navy from the 4th day of March, 1911, to fill a vacancy.

Lieut. (Junior Grade) William L. Calhoun to be a lieutenant
in the Navy from the 1st day of July, 1911, to fill a vacancy.

Ensign Matthias E. Manly to be a leutenant (junior grade)
in the Navy from the 13th day of February, 1911, upon the
completion of three years’ service as an ensign,

Paymasters Edward T. Hoopes and Cecil 8. Baker, with the
rank of lieutenant, to be paymasters in the Navy, with the rank
of lieutenant commander, from the 1st day of July, 1911,

Naval Constructors William MeEntee, William B. Ferguson,
jr,, and John A. Spilman, with the rank of lieutenant, to be
naval constructors in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant
commander, from the 1st day of July, 1911,

Asst, Naval Constructor Lew M. Atkins, with the rank of lien-
tenant (junior grade), to be an assistant naval constructor in
the Navy, with the rank of lientenant, from the 1st day of
July, 1911, d

The following-named midshipmen to be ensigns in the Navy
from the 5th day of June, 1911, to fill vacancies:

Eric L. Ellington and

Wallace L. Lind. =

Passed Asst. Paymaster Chester G. Mayo to be a paymaster
in the Navy from the 2d day of January, 1911, to fill a vacancy.

CONFIRMATIONS,
Ewecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 6, 1911,

UnNITED STATES ATTORNEY.

Guy D. Goff to be United States attorney for the eastern dis-
triet of Wisconsin, -

UNITED STATES MARSHAL.

Harry A. Weil to be United States marshal for the eastern
district of YWisconsin.

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY.

Yieut. Samuel B. Thomas to be a lieutenant commander.

Medical Inspector James C. Byrnes to be a medical director.

Asst, Surg. Joseph A. Biello to be a passed assistant surgeon.

Richard H. Laning, a citizen of Washington, to be an assist-
ant surgeon.

The following-named ensigns to be assistant civil engineers:

David G. Copeland, and

Greer A. Duncan.

Uxtrep StATES MELTER AND Rxnm.

Harrison J. Slaker to be melter and refiner of the United
States assay office at New York, N. Y.

Exvoys EXTRAORDINARY AND MINISTERS PLENIPOTENTIARY.

Lewis Einstein to be envoy extraordinary and minister pleni-
potentiary to Costa Rica.

William W. Russell to be envoy extraordinary and minister
plenipotentiary to the Dominican Republic.

Evan E. Young to be envoy extraordinary and minister pleni-
potentiary to Ecuador.

Charles Dunning White to be envoy extraordinary and min-
ister plenipotentiary to Honduras.

H. Percival Dodge to be envoy extraordinary and minister
plenipotentiary to Panama.

SECRETARIES OF LEGATIONS.

Jordan Herbert Stabler to be secretary of the legation at
Guatemala.

Hugh 8. Gibson to be secretary of the legation at Habana.

Edward T. Williams to be secretary of the legation at Peking.

Charles Campbell, jr., to be second secretary of the embassy
at Tokyo.

George T. Summerlin to be second secretary of the legation
at Peking,
Htgimnm K. Wallace to be second secretary of the legation at

abana.

SECRETARY OF LEGATION AND CONSUL GENERAL.

Francis Munroe Endicott to be secretary of the legation and
consul general at Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic.

APPOINTMENTS IN THE ARMY.
MEDICAL CORPS.

First Lieut, Edgar D. C Medical Reserve Co
first leutenant. i s di e

Corps of Engineers.

Cadet Philip Bracken Fleming.
Cadet John Wesley Stewart.
Cadet Joseph Cowles Mehaffey.
Cadet Paul Sorg Reinecke.
Cadet Raymond Albert Wheeler.

Cavalry Arm.

Cadet John Everard Hatch.
Cadet Alexander Day Surles.
Cadet Philip James Kieffer,
Cadet Karl Slaughter Bradford.
Cadet Frederick Gilbreath.
Cadet Harrison Henry Cocke Richards.
Cadet Arthur Bayard Conard.
Cadet Frank Hall Hicks.
Cadet John Porter Lucas.
Cadet Wilfrid Mason Blunt.
Cadet James Craig Riddle Schwenck.
Cadet William Patrick Joseph O’Neill
Cadet Frank Lazelle Van Horn.
Cadet Howell Marion Estes.
Cadet John Furman Wall.
Cadet Leo Gerald Heffernan.
Cadet Edwin Noel Hardy.

Field Artillery Arm.
Cadet Curtis Hoppin Nance.
Cadet Freeman Wate Bowley.
Cadet John O. Beatty.
Cadet Charles Anderson Walker, jr.
Cadet Bethel Wood Simpson.
Cadet Neil Graham Finch,

Coast Artillery Corps.
Cadet Charles Adam Schimelfenig,
Cadet Charles Reuben Baxter.
‘adet Gustav Henry Franke.

Cadet Hubert Gregory Stanton.
Cadet Harold Floyd Nichols.

Cadet Franklin Kemble.

Cadet Herbert Arthur Dargue,
Cadet John Griffeth Booton.
Cadet James Blanchard Crawford,
Cadet Robert W. Clark, jr.
Cadet Robert Lincoln Gray.

‘adet John Louis Homer.

adet Robert Clyde Gildart.
Cadet George Derby Holland.
Cadet Joseph Willlam McNeal.
Cadet Max Stanley Murray.

Infantry Arm.

Cadet Harry Russell Kutz.
Cadet Thompson Lawrence.
Cadet Harry James Keeley.
Cadet Charles Philip Hall.
Cadet Willlam Edmund Larned.
Cadet Alfred John Betcher,
Cadet Charles Laurence Byrne.
Cadet George Richmond Hicks.
Cadet Haig Shekerjian.
Cadet Charles Sea Floyd.
Cadet Benjamin Curtis Lockwood, jr.
Cadet Carroll Armstrong Bagby.
Cadet Oliver Stelling MeCleary.
Cadet Frederick Gilbert Dillman.
Cadet Gregory Hoisington.
Cadet Ziba Lloyd Drollinger.
Cadet Frank Buiner Clay,
Cadet Jesse Amos Ladd.
Cadet Paul William Baade.
Cadet Joseph Laura Wier.
Cadet James Roy Newman Weaver,
Cadet James Daniel Burt.
Cadet Emanuel Villard Heidt.
Cadet William Henry Harrison Morris, r,
Cadet Sidney Herbert Foster.
Cadet Carl Fish McKinney.
Cadet Roscoe Conkling Batson,
Cadet Allen Russell Kimball,
Cadet Ira Adelbert Rader.
Cadet Alvan Crosby Samdeford.
Cadet William Jay Calvert.
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Cadet William Burrus MecLaurin,
Cadet Kenneth Ebbecke Kern,
Cadet David Hamilton Cowles.
Cadet Ira Thomas Wyche.
Cadet Arthur Clyde Evans,
PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY,
MEDICAL CORPS,
Capt. Reuben B, Miller to be major.
FIELD ARTILLERY ARM,
First Lieut. Nelson E. Margetts to be captain.
First Lieut. Robert Davis to be captain.
Second Lient. Joseph W. Rumbough to be first lieutenant.
Second Lient. Willinm MecCleave to be first lieutenant,
Second Lieut. Allan C. McBride to be first lieutenant.
Second Lieut. Joe R. Brabson to be first lieutenant,
INFANTRY ARM,
Lieut. Col. Frank B. Jones to be colonel.
Maj. James A. Goodin to be lieutenant colonel,
Capt. Charles Miller to be major.
COAST ARTILLERY CORPS.
Cadet William Benjamin Hardigg to be second lieutenant.
CAVALRY ARM,
Cadet Thomas Jonathan Jackson Christian to be second lieu-
tenant.
ReTIRED LIST OF THE ARMY. :
First Lieut. John 8. Marshall, retired, with the rank of
captain.
POSTMASTERS,
CALIFORNIA.
James W. Roe, San Gabriel.
ILLINOIS.
Anthus Willard, Macon.
MINNESOTA,
Ralph Prescott, Le Roy.
NEW JERSEY.
James Steel, Little Falls.
George N. Wimer, Palmyra.
OHIO,
Robert Cleland, Convoy.
SOUTH CAROLINA.

M. B. Cross, Ferguson.

WITHDRAWAL.
Executive nomination withdrawn July 6, 1911.

Foster V. Brown, of Tennessee, to be United States distriet
judge for the district of Porto Rico.

SENATE.
Fray, July 7, 1911,

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m.
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Plerce, D. D.
The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and approved.

COLUMBIA HOSPITAL FOR WOMEN.

The VICE PRESIDENT announced the appointment of
Mr. Garrinerr to succeed himself as a director on the part of
the Senate of the Columbia Hospital for Women and Lying-in
Asylum in the District of Columbia, as provided for in the act
of June 10, 1872,

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

The VICE PRESIDENT presented a joint resolution adopted
by the Legislature of the State of Wisconsin, which was referred
to the Committee on Interstate Commerce and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Joint resolution (J. Res. No. 149, A) memorializing Congress of the
United States to take such action as ma{nbe necessary to compel all
interstate railroads to engage directly the business of carrying
and dellvering express.

Whereas the present system of carrying on the express business of
this conn by companies which enter into private contract with rail-
roads for the transportation of 8 Is an economic wgste, in that
such system requires and necessitates to a considerable extent dupli-
cate equipment and investment and earnings necessary to insure a
reasonable return on such duplicate investment; and A

Whereas it is one of the paramount functions of both Nation and
State to enact laws which will compel all business affected with a

public interest to be so conducted as to afford to the people the best
possible service at the lowest possible rate; and

Whereas to compel rallroads to engage in the business of carrying
and delivering express will obviate the necessity for duplicate invest-
ment and duplicate profit now existing; and

Whereas other countries, with success both economiecally and finan-
cially, have combined the railroad and express business: Therefore be it

Resolved by the assembly (the senate concurring), That we respect-
fully request the Congress of the United States to take such action
as may necessary to compel all interstate rallroads to engage di-
;gcrgy in the business of carrying and delivering express; and be it

1er

Resolved, That certified coples of thig resolution be forwarded to the
Chief Clerks of the two Houses of Congress and to the United States
Senators and Congressmen from Wisconsin,

C. A. INGRAM,
Speaker of the Assembly.
. C. MARTIN
Acting President of the Renate,
. C. H. SHAFFER,
Chief Clerk of the Asseinbly.
F. M. WYLIE,
Chief Clerk of the Benate.

Mr. BURTON presented a petition of sundry citizens of Ohio,
praying for the ratification of the proposed treaty of arbitra-
tion between the United States and Great Britain, which was
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented resolutions adopted by the National Asso-
clation of Automobile Manufacturers, favoring the adoption of
an amendment to the so-called corporation-tax law permitting
corporations to make returns at the end of their fiscal years,
which were referred to the Committee on Finance,

He also presented memorials of Greenwood Grange, No. 1061,
of Hardin County; of Colebrook Grange, No. 1593; of Dunham
Grange; of Leipsic Grange, No. 1664; of Warren Grange, No.
1715; of Parma Grange, No. 1732; of Pomona Grange, of Rich-
land County; and of Pleasant Hill Grange, No. 598, of the
Patrons of Husbandry, and of sundry citizens, all in the State
of Ohio, remonstrating against the proposed reciprocal trade
agreement between the United States and Canada, which were
ordered to lie on the table,

He also presented a petition of Pomona Grange, Patrons of
Husbandry, of Ashtabula County, Ohio, praying for the estab-
lishment of a parcels-post system, which was referred to the
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. SIMMONS presented a petition of the congregation of
the Christian Church of Hyde County, N. O, praying for the
enactment of legislation to prohibit the interstate transporta-
tion of intoxicating liquors into prohibition districts, which
was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. PERKINS presented a petition of sundry farmers of
Santa Paula, Cal, praying for the enactment of legislation
authorizing the inspection of foreign nursery stock, which was
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. BRADLEY presented a memorial of the Trade and Labor
Assemblies of Kenton and Campbell Counties, in the State of
Kentucky, remonstrating against the ratification of the pro-
posed treaty of arbitration between the United States and Great
Britain, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES, p

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, from the Committee on Milita
Affairs, to which was referred the joint resolution (8. J. Res.
81) authorizing the Secretary of War to loan certain tents for
the use of the Astoria Centennial, to be held at Astoria, Oreg.,
August 10 to September 9, 1911, reported it with an amendment
and submitted a report (No. 98) thereon.

Mr., CULBERSON, from the Committee on Public Buildings
and Grounds, to which was referred the bill (8. 955) to provide
for the extension of the post-office and courthouse building at
Dallas, Tex., and for other purposes, reported it with an amend-
ment and submitted a report (No. 97) thereon.

PUBLIC BUILDING AT CHARLESTON, W. VA.

Mr, WATSON. From the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds I report back favorably, without amendment, the bill
(8. 2932) to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury, in his
discretion, to sell the old post-office and courthouse building at
Charleston, W. Va., and in the event of such sale fo enter into
a contract for the construction of a suitable post-office and
courthouse building at Charleston, W. Va., without additional
cost to the Government of the United States,

Mr. CHILTON. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be read for the infor-
mation of the Senate, g

The Secretary read the bill; and, there being no objection, the
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid-
eration.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.
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